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Abstract

By Kristina M. Britton
University of the Pacific
2020

Less than 25% of superintendent positions, the highest level of educational leadership,
are occupied by women. This is in sharp contrast to the fact that over 75% of the nation’s
teaching force are women. A significant barrier cited in the literature is that there is a deficiency
in the support needed for women to successfully promote into higher-level administrative
positions. Although mentoring has been shown to be key factor for female administrators’
success in educational administration, this study provides quantitative data to demonstrate the
need for quality mentoring opportunities for school site administrators.
The purpose of this research study was to examine associations between the quality of
mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership,
specifically as perceived by female educational leaders in contrast to male educational leaders.
While there is research to support that mentoring provides many benefits for new administrators
and evidence that school site administrators must possess competency in the area of instructional
leadership, research investigating the potential impact of mentoring on the instructional
leadership effectiveness of educational administrators is limited.
This quantitative study utilized multiple regression analyses and found evidence to
suggest that the quality of the mentoring experience is related to instructional leadership
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effectiveness based on self-reports of educational school site leaders. Moreover, when the
relationships were investigated by gender, an association was found for women, but not for men.
Additional analyses based on gender pairings of mentee with mentor also revealed
gender-specific differences. When measuring overall instructional leadership effectiveness, and
the Principal Instructional Management Rating Scale dimension of developing the school
learning climate, there was evidence to suggest that the gender of the mentor may matter for
male mentees although there was insufficient evidence to suggest that the gender of the mentor
mattered for female mentees. Collectively, the findings of this study provide quantitative data to
demonstrate the need for quality mentoring opportunities for school site administrators,
particularly for female educational leaders in the area of instructional leadership effectiveness.
Additional research is needed to determine whether the gender differences observed in this
sample are replicable, and if so, to better understand their source and possible strategies to
reduce them.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Although approximately 76% of the teachers in the United States are women, only 54%
are school principals (Goldring, 2018). However, at the highest level of leadership, the
superintendency, only 24.1% are women according to The American School Superintendent
2010 Decennial Study (Kowalski, 2011). Women have limited access to school leadership
positions, especially at the middle school, high school, and district levels (Peters, 2010). One of
the most significant barriers cited in the literature is the lack of support needed for women to
advance into higher-level administrative positions (Daresh & Playko, 1989; Dunbar &
Kinnersley, 2011; Noe, 1988; Peters, 2010).
For principals in their first few years in the position, research confirms that support is
necessary for individuals to become successful instructional leaders as well as imperative for the
recruitment and retention of new school administrators (Lochmiller, 2014: Manna, 2015).
Daresh (2004) found that formal mentoring programs for new school principals were viewed as
an incentive to those who were considering careers in school administration. In addition, as part
of the process new administrators encounter as they transition from the world of teaching,
mentoring provides opportunities to make this transition easier.
Mentoring is also essential due to the complex nature of school administration. For
example, principals are required to excel in a variety of roles. No longer is the primary
responsibility that of a manager; effective principals must be instructional leaders who provide
support and feedback to teachers in the areas of teaching and learning. Mentoring programs are
an integral part of the process for developing new school administrators to lead necessary change
in schools to meet the needs of all students (Orr & Orphanos, 2011). This research study
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examined the associations between the quality of mentoring relationships and school
administrators’ competency in instructional leadership, specifically as it is perceived by female
educational leaders themselves.
Background of the Study
This research study examined mentoring in two connected yet distinct arenas; mentoring
women in educational leadership and mentoring school administrators in instructional leadership.
Understanding both is integral to the understanding of the research problem, purpose of the
study, research questions, and impact of the results for practitioners, researchers, and women
seeking to progress to higher levels of leadership in educational administration.
Mentoring School Administrators in Instructional Leadership
School leaders in the 21st century are expected to primarily be “the instructional leader in
their schools, working closely with teachers collectively and individually to improve teaching
and learning” (Dunaway et al., 2010, p. 104). The school leader must ensure that instructional
leadership is transparently connected to instruction in order to increase academic achievement
for all students (Neumerski, 2012). Leithwood et al. (2004) determined that the only schoolrelated factor more important than the school leader is classroom instruction. In 2001, when the
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) was enacted, the role of the school principal changed to that
of instructional leader (Dunaway et al., 2010; Gettys et al., 2010; Gray & Lewis, 2013). In 2015,
the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) replaced NCLB. Some of the new requirements under
ESSA include supporting principal preparation and development including training for principals
and other school leaders in instructional leadership areas, such as how to provide useful and
timely feedback, how to use evaluation results to inform decision-making, improving skills of
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principals to identify students with learning needs, and improving programs that prepare and
support principals (Haller et al., 2016).
In California, school administrators must possess an Administrative Services Credential.
There are three pathways to earning this credential: a California Commission on Teacher
Credentialing-approved administrative credentialing program; a one year approved
administrative services intern program, or a passing score on the California Preliminary
Administrative Credential Examination. Candidates must demonstrate mastery of the California
Professional Standards for Educational Leaders, which includes the following: development and
implementation of a shared vision, instructional leadership, management and learning
environment, family and community engagement, ethics and integrity, and external context and
policy. Although these programs require students to read and write about these topics, they do
not offer practical, hands-on experience. Unless the student is working as an intern in an
administrative position, discussions and projects are often not related to the specific day-to-day
job duties of a school administrator, as most students are serving as classroom teachers.
Mentoring on-the-job administrators provides practical opportunities for leaders to learn
as they are performing the job versus theoretical knowledge. In the context of Bloom and
Krathwohl’s (1956) taxonomy, hands-on experiences with a mentor would be categorized as
application, analysis, and synthesis or evaluation, which represents learning at much higher
levels. Orr and Orphanos (2011) found that school principals who participated in exemplary
administrative preparation programs that included effective mentoring were far more likely to
learn and utilize instructional leadership practices. Mentoring has been proven to build new
administrators’ confidence levels and knowledge. Johnston et al. (2016) reported that school
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leaders self-reported a high value on mentoring support when it focused on their role as
instructional leaders.
California’s change to the administrative credential program in April 2014 now requires
administrators to complete a two-year induction program in order to obtain their Administrative
Services Credential. These programs include a focus on job-embedded and authentic
experiences of education leaders through a coaching-based induction process within the context
of the administrator’s current position (State of California Commission on Teacher
Credentialing, 2017).
Mentoring Women in Educational Leadership
Women have limited access to school leadership positions at the secondary and district
levels and they continue to experience a lack of support and guidance from other leaders in
higher-level administrative positions (Peters, 2010). Mentoring is a key factor for female
administrators’ success in educational administration (Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011) and women
have historically been excluded from mentoring opportunities (Copeland & Calhoun, 2014;
Ehrich et al., 2004; Méndez-Morse, 2004; Noe, 1988; Ragins, 1989). Even as women have
slowly begun to climb the educational administrative career ladder, they have continued to
experience a lack of mentoring opportunities, especially mentoring from other women (Peters,
2010).
Furthermore, research supports the belief that individuals who are interested in entering
or advancing in educational administration need mentoring support (Daresh & Playko, 1989;
Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Hoyt & Simon, 2011; Hubbard & Robinson, 1998; Noe, 1988).
Brunner and Grogan (2007) found that lack of support and mentoring was a key reason for the
low number of women in superintendency positions. In addition, mentoring is an important
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component, not only in the recruitment of new school administrators, but in the retention of
school administrators in leadership positions (Daresh, 2004). Bruckner (2001) found that those
entering educational administration need a support system in place to become successful in their
new positions and that mentoring can provide support for new leaders, especially women.
Kinsella and Richards (2004) reported that mentoring was associated with female leaders’ access
to, and success in, leadership positions. Additionally, in her study interviewing female school
site administrators, White (2018) found that women, especially those with children, benefit from
mentoring from leaders within their organizations who can encourage them to move into
leadership positions.
Statement of the Problem
Although the vast majority of teachers in United States are women, far fewer are
represented in administrative positions (Goldring, 2018). A significant barrier is the lack of
support needed for women to advance into higher-level administrative positions (Daresh &
Playko, 1989; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Noe, 1988; Peters, 2010). Evidence suggests that
mentoring provides many benefits for new administrators. For new principals, research confirms
that support is necessary for individuals to become successful instructional leaders (Lochmiller,
2014). In addition, principals are required to excel in a variety of roles. No longer is the primary
responsibility that of a manager, but effective principals must be instructional leaders who
provide support and feedback to teachers in the areas of instruction and student learning.
Mentoring programs are an integral part of the process for developing new school administrators
to lead necessary change in schools to meet the needs of all students.
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Mentoring Women in Instructional Leadership
Although there is research regarding the lack of mentoring opportunities for women
across all disciplines in the realm of leadership, few studies have focused on mentoring
leadership in educational administration. In addition, there have been few quantitative studies
focused on mentoring, women, and educational leadership. Edmonds’ (1979) seminal study on
effective schools determined that one of the key factors in school success was that the principal
assuming the role of the instructional leader. Instructional leadership is defined by the role of the
school leader and his/her ability to coordinate, control, supervise, and develop curriculum and
instruction in the school (Hallinger, 2005). This study investigated whether a connection
between mentoring and instructional leadership effectiveness exists and demonstrated the
importance of mentoring women in the area of educational leadership.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this research study was to examine associations between the quality of
mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership,
specifically as perceived by female educational leaders in contrast to male educational leaders.
Research Questions
1. Does the quality of the mentoring experience as self-reported by site administrators vary
by gender based on overall MCA score?
2. Does effectiveness as an instructional leader as self-reported by school site administrators
vary by gender:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
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3. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the area of
instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the participant and mentor, years
of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
4. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the defining the school
mission dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the participant and
mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
5. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in managing the
instructional program dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
6. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency on the promoting a
positive school learning climate, dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of
the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
7. Does gender of the school site administrator moderate the association between their
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a
site administrator, and administrative position:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
Significance of the Study
Research has shown that mentoring is a key factor in the success of school leaders (Bjork
& Kowalski, 2005; Browne-Ferrigno & Muth, 2003; Daresh, 2004; Darling-Hammond et al.,
2007; Ehrich et al., 2004; Playko, 1991). In the area of administrative leadership, there are far
fewer women than men in leadership roles. This is despite the fact that significantly more
women are employed as teachers, which is the key pipeline to school administration (Shakeshaft
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et al., 2007). Research has shown that mentoring is a key factor in the success of female leaders
(Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Peters, 2010); however, more research is needed to determine the
impact of mentoring on instructional leadership effectiveness for female school administrators.
In their study of inequality between men and women in educational leadership, Robinson
et al. (2017) found that gender of school leaders matters. There should be equitable access to
leadership positions regardless of gender. Their study also found that women are “acutely
underrepresented in the superintendency” (Robinson et al., 2017, p. 10). Growe and
Montgomery (2001) found that effective school administration is more attuned to female than
male leadership behavior. Research and support are needed to increase the number of women in
educational leadership positions.
Mentoring site leaders is imperative due to the significant changes in expectations and
responsibilities for school administrators. The role of the school principal has significantly
changed in the last two decades and will continue to evolve in the light of the Common Core
State Standards Initiative (2020). Site leaders are expected to be effective instructional leaders in
addition to a multitude of other roles necessary to successfully run a school. Few studies have
looked at how mentoring can increase school leaders’ abilities in the area of instructional
leadership. Many studies have demonstrated that mentoring is beneficial for school
administrators (Brown-Ferrigno & Muth, 2004; Daresh, 2004; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007;
Ehrich et al., 2004; Playko, 1991); however, research has not focused specifically on the
correlation between mentoring and how mentoring impacts instructional leadership effectiveness
for school site administrators. This study informs educational leadership programs and district
policies and demonstrates the need to increase mentoring programs for both new and aspiring
female school administrators, specifically in the area of instructional leadership.
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Conceptual Framework
Leadership has been studied extensively in the area of educational administration
(Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Edmonds, 1979; Fink & Brayman, 2006; Gray & Lewis, 2013;
Green, 2010; Hallinger, 2005; Hallinger & Murphy, 1985; Marks & Printy, 2003). Effective
school leaders are responsible for creating and maintaining a culture of student achievement and
a climate of support for students and staff. They must establish high expectations and support
their teachers’ quest to provide academic rigor and plan lessons that support all students in
learning at high levels. They must also maintain a school climate that is safe, nurturing, and
holds all students accountable for their choices. Effective school leaders set goals and
communicate their vision for the school. In addition, they are responsible for the day-to-day
management of the site, budgetary responsibilities, and providing evaluation and remediation of
school staff. School administrators utilize different leadership models to enact positive change.
Feminist Leadership
There are several ways in which leadership has been studied in the literature. These
include: the trait approach, studying the personality characteristics of the leader; the skills
approach, examining leadership competencies; and the style approach, studying leadership
behaviors (Chin, 2004). The trait approach suggests that some individuals have innate
characteristics and qualities that make them effective leaders. This approach has almost
exclusively been studied from a masculine perspective and in masculine contexts. In the skills
approach, leadership is studied through what is done by the leaders, in other words, through the
roles of the leader. Northouse (2004) asserted that there are three competencies of leaders;
problem-solving skills, social judgment skills, and knowledge. Bennis (1984) defined four
competencies of leadership that include; management of attention (sending the message),
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management of meaning (developing a clear vision), management of trust (connecting with
others), and management of self (understanding of one’s skill level). Female leaders tend to be
more collaborative than their male counterparts (Chin, 2004). The style approach focuses on
what leaders do and how they act. Northouse (2004) found that leadership is composed of two
behaviors; task behaviors and relationship behaviors. Task behaviors are focused on
accomplishing goals and relationship behaviors enable subordinates to feel comfortable with
themselves, other individuals, and situations.
In addition, theories regarding transformational versus transactional leadership have been
prevalent in the literature and reflect a style approach. Transformational leaders act as agents in
the change process and visionaries while transactional leaders are focused on getting things done
(Bass, 1990). Transformational leaders are catalysts for change and utilize their vision to
accomplish goals and guide decision-making. In their meta-analysis of 87 studies testing the
leadership style and leaders’ effectiveness, Judge and Piccolo (2004) found that transformational
leadership was correlated with greater effectiveness. In addition, Eagly et al.’s (2003) metaanalysis revealed that female leaders were more transformational than their male counterparts.
Eagly (2007) found that “good leadership is increasingly defined in terms of a good coach or
teacher rather than a highly authoritative person who merely tells others what to do” (p. 3).
Chin (2004) found that a collaborative style of leadership was essential for women who
identified themselves as feminist leaders. The participants acknowledged that nurturing
behaviors were used to engage with others, communicate, and lead. They often used consensusbuilding to make decisions. Researchers have “labeled these collaborative and egalitarian
processes ‘shared leadership’” (Chin, 2004, p. 4). Raelin (2003) declared that leadership today
must be concurrent, collective, collaborative, and compassionate. This is in direct contrast to
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Chin’s (2004) findings in that “behaviors associated with femininity are rated as negative to good
leadership” and yet “women are also viewed negatively when they adopt styles and traits
characteristics of men leaders” (p. 7). There is an inherent bias against women due to the
unspoken comparison with men and the belief that masculine leadership qualities are superior to
feminist leadership styles (Chin, 2004; Eagly, 2007). Women in masculine organizations “often
have to contend with expectations and criticisms that they lack the toughness and
competitiveness needed to succeed” (Eagly, 2007, p. 6).
Further, Eagly (2007) found that “leadership has historically been depicted primarily in
masculine terms, and many theories of leadership have focused mainly on stereotypically
masculine qualities” (p. 2). Considering that leadership effectiveness is affected by context,
“feminist qualities such as cooperation, mentoring and collaboration are important to leadership”
(Eagly, 2007, p. 2). “Women are faced with accommodating the sometimes conflicting demands
of their roles as women and their role as leaders” (Eagly, 2007, p. 4). This is illustrated in the
belief by some who “view women as lacking the stereotypical directive and assertive qualities of
good leaders—that is not being tough enough or not taking charge” (Eagly, 2007, p. 4).
However, when women do exhibit these characteristics they are often disliked “because such
women are unfeminine—that is, just like a man or like an iron lady” (Eagly, 2007, p. 4). This is
a challenge noted by many female leaders. Eagly (2007) also found that in studying 1,000
female executives, 96% rated “developing a style with which male managers are comfortable” as
critical or fairly important (p. 4).
Although women continue to encounter barriers to leadership positions within
organizations, many of these barriers might be removed by implementing changes that are
designed to improve women’s access to, and success in, leadership roles (Eagly, 2007). An
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important strategy to reach this goal is implementing formal leadership mentoring programs for
women. Research on mentoring of school administrators demonstrates the positive impact on
instructional leadership (Daresh, 2007; Gettys et al., 2010; Johnston et al., 2016).
Description of the Study
This quantitative study utilized a non-experimental, correlational design. The sample
included school site administrators in California. This researcher works in a California public
school district and results specific to California were of specific interest. The participants
provided demographic information including; gender, years of experience as a school
administrator, administrative position (principal or other school site administrator), and
mentoring experience. Those identifying as having participated in a formal mentoring
experience specified the gender of their mentor and the quality of their mentoring experience;
this was measured by the Mentoring Competency Assessment (MCA). The Principal
Instructional Management Rating Scale (PIMRS) is a self-assessment tool that was used to
measure the degree to which principals and other site administrators serve as instructional
leaders (Hallinger, 2010). The PIMRS has been widely used in studies examining instructional
leadership. See Appendix A for the PIMRS instrument and Appendix B for the MCA instrument.
A series of multiple regression analyses were conducted to investigate the relationship
between mentoring and the elements of instructional leadership as outlined in the research
questions. Separate hierarchical multiple regression analyses were conducted to determine
whether the perceived quality of mentoring received is associated with educational leaders’ selfreported competency in regard to instructional leadership overall, as well as within each of the
three PIMRS dimensions; defining the school mission, managing the instructional program, and
promoting a positive school learning climate.
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Definitions
In order to ensure a common understanding of key terms employed in this study,
definitions are provided below.
Instructional leadership: the role of the school leader and his/her ability to coordinate, control,
supervise, and develop curriculum and instruction in a school (Hallinger, 2005).
Mentoring: a process for cultivating effective relationships to develop strengths and goals, as
well as to improve areas of development (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational
Research, 2020a).
Other site administrator: administrators assigned to a school site that could include; assistant
principals, associate principals, learning directors, etcetera, who hold an administrative
credential (State of California Commission on Teacher Credentialing, 2017).
School administrator: the school site leader responsible for managing all aspects of school
administration including; supervision and evaluation of staff members, fiscal
management, student safety and discipline, supervision and evaluation of curriculum, as
well assessment of academic achievement (California Department of Education, 2019).
Preview of Dissertation
This introductory chapter described the background of the study including the barriers for
women in educational leadership and the need for effective instructional leadership mentoring, as
well as the process by which this investigation examined the relationship between effective
mentoring and instructional leadership for female school site leaders. Chapter 2 provides a
review of the literature on formal and informal mentoring, mentor/mentee pairing, benefits of
mentoring, instructional leadership, mentoring of principals in instructional leadership, and
barriers for women in educational leadership mentoring. Chapter 3 describes the study’s
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quantitative research design and methodology. Limitations of the study and assumptions of
multiple regression analysis are also addressed in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 presents the results of the
multiple regression analyses addressing the research questions. The dissertation concludes with
a summary of the findings, discussion, and recommendations for policy, practice, and further
research in the area of mentoring and instructional leadership and its impact for female
educational leaders in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Although mentoring and instructional leadership have been studied extensively
independently, there is a need to study these two constructs together. This study examined how
mentoring impacts instructional leadership effectiveness for female school site administrators.
The research questions studied included:
1. Does the quality of the mentoring experience as self-reported by site administrators vary
by gender based on overall MCA score?
2. Does effectiveness as an instructional leader as self-reported by school site administrators
vary by gender:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
3. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the area of
instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the participant and mentor, years
of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
4. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the defining the school
mission dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the participant and
mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
5. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in managing the
instructional program dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
6. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency on the promoting a
positive school learning climate dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of
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the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
7. Does gender of the school site administrator moderate the association between their
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a
site administrator, and administrative position:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
This chapter begins with a review of the literature on mentoring, including; formal and
informal mentoring similarities and differences, the significance of mentor/mentee pairing, and
the benefits of mentoring. The second section reviews the literature related to instructional
leadership. The third section reviews the literature on mentoring principals in instructional
leadership. The final section reviews the literature regarding the barriers for women in
instructional leadership mentoring.
Formal and Informal Mentoring
The origin of the word mentor can be traced back to Homer’s Odyssey. Mentor was the
teacher that Odysseus trusted to tutor his son, Telemachus. The qualities of Mentor in this
narrative serves as an image of a very wise and patient counselor who served to guide and shape
the lives of those less experienced (Homer & Cook, 1974). Throughout history and literature,
mentors have served as individuals who provide support to both men and women (Ehrich, 1994).
Although research on mentoring has been conducted for several decades, scholars cannot agree
on a definition of mentoring (Dawson, 2014; Mertz, 2004). Even though the definition varies
within the literature on mentoring, the term usually refers to an individual who works with a
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protégé to assist him or her on their professional development and work experience (Clayton et
al., 2013).
According to Daresh (2004), mentors are individuals who support and assist others in
achieving their goals. Kram (1985) described a mentor as someone who is an experienced
manager who can effectively relate to a less-experienced employee and facilitate the learning of
the novice not only for their personal benefit, but also the benefit of the company. Daresh (2004)
stated that the “role of the mentor is best described as someone willing to assume the challenge
of assisting another in the formation of ideas and patterns of thinking” (p. 497).
Mentoring is part of the path individuals take to become effective leaders (Daresh, 2004).
Mentors are much more than simply role models; they serve as individuals who push new
administrators to learn how to effectively overcome challenges by utilizing their individual skills
and talents. Mentors often “raise more questions than provide answers to the people with whom
they interact” (Daresh, 2004, p. 503).
The goal of mentoring is to develop and support administrators in learning the aspects of
their job, not having them learn by watching someone else (Peters, 2010; Thody, 1993).
According to Playko (1991), mentoring is an important aspect in the “developmental processes
associated with the preparation, induction and ongoing education of individuals in many
different professions” (p. 124). Mentoring allows an experienced individual to counsel, guide,
and assist another person, to serve in helping younger or newer administrators to build leadership
skills and to advance in the organization. The relationship benefits both the mentor and the new
administrator. The protégé “learns needed skills and gains experience to be successful, and the
mentor, who has the satisfaction of passing on his or her wisdom and experience and of
developing new talent” (Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011, p. 17).
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Mentoring is an important process. It not only provides opportunities for new
administrators to acquire professional skills, but in addition, the specific skills necessary for their
new position. Kram (1985) broke this down into two separate categories: career elements and
support, coaching, and visibility; and social and emotional support, such as feedback,
encouragement, and advice. For school administrators, mentoring includes a variety of factors.
Crow (2006) asserted that for school principals, principal mentoring is a combination of
professional aspects (the necessary skills to do the job) and organizational aspects (the context of
the position).
Coaching is another term utilized frequently in the literature on training for new and
aspiring school administrators. In many ways coaching is very similar to mentoring, however,
there are fundamental differences that merit further explanation. Some researchers utilize the
term instructional coaching to describe what other scholars have defined as mentoring
(Lochmiller, 2014). Although there is not an agreed upon definition of coaching for school
leaders, the research describes it as a two people who participate in a “learning relationship”
(Rhodes, 2012, p. 246). The coaching process helps administrators to clarify and address both
professional and personal goals (Bloom et al., 2005; Lochmiller, 2014). Like mentoring,
Hanbury (2009) asserted that “coaching focuses on developing capacity within individuals to
discover their own solutions” (p. 4). Bloom et al. (2005) defined instructional coaching as “an
approach in which the coach shares his or her own experience, expertise, and craft wisdom with
the coachee by using traditional teaching strategies” (p. 68). Leadership coaching has been
identified as a strategy to support new principals in acquiring the knowledge, skills, and
confidence to help them to become instructional leaders (Lochmiller, 2014).
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Leadership coaching models differ from coaching for teachers in that the strategies
utilized are more aligned to coaching models in the executive field. These executive coaching
models focus on developing leadership skills in order to advance the outcomes of the
organization and to support the organization’s goals (West & Milan, 2001). Existing research on
the coaching of new principals shows that coaching positively influences those who are starting
their careers (Lochmiller, 2014; Zellner et al., 2001).
Blended coaching is one of the most recognized coaching models (Bloom et al., 2005).
Bloom et al. (2005) defined blended coaching as “the practice of providing deliberate support to
another individual to help him/her to clarify and/or achieve goals” (p. 5). It is a “fluid and
flexible coaching model, supporting growth and change in both what we do and who we are”
(Bloom et al., 2005, p. 5). It requires the coach to utilize a combination of “active listening,
participant observation, structured questioning, and feedback about leadership practices and
challenges” (Lochmiller, 2014, p. 64). It is important to note, however that research shows that
effective coaching relies on careful matching of the coach and new administrator (Killion, 2012;
Lochmiller, 2014). As defined in the literature, mentoring and coaching are built on the same
principles, supporting new administrators by providing opportunities and support for learning in
the field.
Mentor/Mentee Pairing
According to the research, the process for matching mentors with mentees in formal
mentoring programs is extremely important (Augustine-Shaw & Liang, 2016; Clayton et al.,
2013; Ehrich et al., 2004; Thessin & Clayton, 2013). Thessin and Clayton (2013) found that
participants in an administrative intern program noted that “careful consideration must be given
to the intern/mentor pairing in order for the internship experience to successfully prepare a

33
student for a future leadership role” (p. 804). Participants in their study connected their positive
internship to having a mentor who gave them opportunities to assume leadership roles.
Clayton et al. (2013) also found that careful planning in the pairing process for mentors
and mentees significantly impacted the success of the mentoring relationship. When students
were required to find their own internship opportunities and mentors, they were often given
managerial tasks rather than opportunities to focus on instruction leadership. In their study,
mentors were selected from different schools from where the protégés worked. This allowed the
mentees to develop an understanding of leadership beyond the day-to-day experiences at the
schools in which they were placed. It also enabled the participants to gain an understanding of
district challenges and priorities.
In addition to careful pairing of mentors and mentees, effective mentor preparation is also
a key aspect of successful mentoring programs (Thessin & Clayton, 2013; Versland, 2013).
Thessin and Clayton (2013) stated that further research is needed in the area of mentor
preparation in order to “effectively support leadership development in aspiring administrators
during the internship experience” (p. 807). Versland (2013) recommended that school districts
and universities work together to design purposeful mentoring experiences for new and aspiring
school administrators. Formal mentoring programs in which school districts and universities
work together provide many benefits for those participating in the process.
In addition to formal mentoring opportunities, informal mentoring offers benefits to
mentees and mentors as well. Informal mentoring involves matching a senior member with a
less veteran colleague (Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011). These mentoring relationships are less
structured, self-directed, and not sponsored by a school district or organization (Herrback et al.,
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2011). Gorman et al. (2010), found that informal mentoring relationships can provide more
benefits than formal mentoring relationships.
Benefits of Mentoring
In the area of educational leadership, mentoring has been found to be profoundly
beneficial for those entering administration (Brondyk & Searby, 2013; Browne-Ferrigno &
Muth, 2003; Daresh, 2004; Darling-Hammond et al., 2007; Ehrich et al., 2004; Playko, 1991).
Daresh (2004) found that mentoring was an important component in the recruitment and
retention of new school administrators. Bruckner (2001) also established that those entering
administration must have a support system as they begin their roles as school leaders. Mentoring
can be one way to provide this support.
Most school administrators enter the field of school administration as former teachers.
Browne-Ferrigno and Muth (2003) found that new administrators who had current, practicing
principals as mentors received more support in the transition process. The mentoring process
also served new administrators in additional aspects. For example, mentoring builds new
administrators’ confidence and knowledge base. Gettys et al. (2010) found that mentors
regularly provided “guidance and feedback as new principals develop capacity to fulfill the new
roles and responsibilities” (p. 91). The collaboration between veteran and new educational
leaders creates an environment that leads to high levels of student academic achievement
(Clayton et al., 2013; Daresh, 2004). In her case study focused on beginning school
administrators, Paquette (2004) found that the participants “stressed that experience and advice
from a mentor/coach was what filled them with the confidence and cultural knowledge they
needed to perform their jobs successfully” (p. 116). In order to facilitate the mentoring process
effectively, Dawson (2014) noted that “specific responsibilities of each [mentor and protégé]
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need elaboration to clearly communicate about mentoring” (p. 139). Administrators assigned to
rural school sites in which they are the sole administrator, have “little opportunity to learn from
others or be mentored by expert practitioners” (Versland, 2013, p. l8). Even for those principals
not in rural school districts, they “rarely receive systematic, specific, constructive feedback that
enables them to know whether their actions are consistent with their intentions or expectations”
(Huff et al., 2013, p. 506).
For those entering the field of educational administration, mentoring is an important part
of the process of transitioning to the new role. Research suggests that the most successful
programs for aspiring administrators allow them to be relieved from classroom responsibilities
and to be mentored by an expert principal (Darling-Hamond et al., 2007; Thessin & Starr, 2011).
Ehrich et al. (2004) determined that in the reviewed studies there was an indication that
“mentoring provided both personal and emotional support as well as career development and
satisfaction. For protégés, mentoring provided opportunities to develop competencies, skills and
knowledge and to improve performance” (p. 531). Gettys et al. (2010) agreed that administrative
mentors serve as both a support system, induction into the daily workings of a school site, and
help them to reflect on their experiences.
According to Playko (1991), effective mentors must provide “a variety of interactive
techniques that guide and support the development of protégés’ own unique talents and abilities”
(p. 125). New administrators need someone to work with them to explain the policies,
procedures and practices in a school or district. In addition, it is crucial for new administrators to
receive feedback “regarding the extent to which they successfully perform the technical skills
associated with carrying out an administrative role” (Daresh & Playko, 1993, p. 13). It is the
role of the mentor to encourage new administrators “to take risks and do the job for which they
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were hired. They can help build levels of confidence and competence necessary to bring about
the needed changes” (Playko, 1991, p. 126). In addition, Playko (1991) found five specific areas
that mentors can provide assistance to new administrators: attaining knowledge of the district’s
curriculum and instructional resources, instructional leadership practices to support teachers in
improving instruction and classroom management, experience completing managerial tasks,
effective strategies for positive school-community relationships, and helping protégés develop a
positive working environment for teachers and improve student learning.
In an experimental study involving coaching of school leaders conducted by Bickman et
al. (2012), the researchers found that the use of coaching significantly improved the site
principals’ ability to effectively communicate with teachers about their instructional practice and
to foster the principals’ level of instructional leadership. In addition, Daresh (2003) confirmed
that new administrators benefit from mentoring in many ways such as: new administrators feel
more confident about their competence, they can see how educational theory translates into daily
operation, communication skills increase, they are able to learn tricks of the trade from veteran
colleagues, and mentoring creates a sense of belonging for new administrators. Daresh and
Playko (1989) also explained that the mentoring relationship has benefits for both the mentor and
the protégé. Mentoring stimulates a desire for both to grow professionally as well as personally.
In addition to benefits for the protégé, mentors receive benefits as participants in the
mentoring process (Ehrich et al., 2004). In their review of the research, Ehrich et al. (2004)
found that mentors cite four positive outcomes: increased collegiality and networking, reflection
processes, professional development, and personal satisfaction. Playko (1991) found that “true
mentoring has the potential of being as helpful to the mentor as it is to the protégé” (p. 125).
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Research also suggests that when administrators participate as mentors, they experience
increased job satisfaction (Daresh, 2004).
Administrators also find mentoring to be rewarding in a variety of other ways. When
their protégés are successful and perform well, “mentors report a sense of satisfaction in seeing
the values and culture of a school system handed over to a new generation” (Daresh, 2004, p.
505). In addition, Daresh and Playko (1993) found that mentors received increased recognition
from their peers. Finally, administrators reported that their roles as mentors afforded them
additional opportunities for career advancement (Daresh, 2004). One of the most important
benefits of mentoring lies in its impact on administrators’ ability to become an effective
instructional leader.
Mentoring Drawbacks
Two comprehensive summaries describing the potential drawbacks of mentoring were
produced by Long (1997) and Douglas (1997). Long cited multiple concerns regarding
mentoring: mentoring is time-consuming; lack of planning for the mentoring process;
unsuccessful mentor/mentee matching; poor understanding of the mentoring process; potential
work tensions created by mentoring; lack of mentors, especially for women; over-use of
available mentors; lack of access for women and minorities to mentoring opportunities;
reproduction of mentor’s work style; and poor mentor/mentee relationships. Douglas (1997)
summarized drawbacks to mentoring for the organization, mentee/protégé, and mentor.
Clayton et al. (2013) also confirmed that the mentoring process is not always positive and
that is important for mentors and mentees to understand the potential pitfalls. These challenges
can be found in the relationships between the mentors/mentees as well as in the mentor selection
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process. Mentoring can lead to reinforcement of the status quo through exclusionary practices
(Méndez -Morse, 2004; Sherman 2001, 2005).
Instructional Leadership
Edmonds’s (1979) landmark study on effective schools found that one of the key factors
was the principal as instructional leader. The term instructional leadership originated through the
comparison of effective schools (those that were successful in educating students regardless of
family background or socioeconomic status) to ineffective schools (that were not successful in
educating all students). Edmonds’s study focused on the personal traits and characteristics of
principals in effective schools and it was his study that established the foundation for
instructional leadership. Further research strongly suggests that the actions of the school
principal impact student achievement. Schools that are effective have leaders that are focused on
instruction and “successful school leaders are not just managers, but are instructional leaders; in
other words, their work is highly focused on the core technology of schools, that is, teaching and
learning” (Neumerski, 2012, pp. 317-318). Gray and Lewis (2013) also showed that principals
who are effective are less focused on managing things and more focused on leading learning and
facilitating change. They noted that there must be “a paradigm shift in principal-preparation
programs from training building managers to empowering instructional leaders will foster
improved teaching and increased student achievement” (Gray & Lewis, 2013, p. 149)
Edmonds (1979) determined that schools with effective principals had positive school
learning cultures that included high expectations for all students. Similarly, Hallinger’s (2005)
model of instructional leadership for school principals includes three dimensions: defining the
school’s mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school learning
climate. These three dimensions are broken into 10 instructional leadership functions. Within
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the first dimension, defining the school’s mission, are two functions, framing the school’s goals
and communicating the school’s goals. The principal must ensure that the school has “clear,
measurable, time-based goals focused on the academic progress of students” (Hallinger, 2005, p.
225) and the principal must ensure that these goals are communicated effectively. The second
dimension, managing the instructional program, focuses on coordination and implementation of
curriculum and instruction. This dimension includes three instructional leadership functions:
supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, and monitoring students’
progress. It is imperative that the principal have “expertise in teaching and learning, as well as a
commitment to the school’s improvement” (Hallinger, 2005, p. 226). The third dimension,
promoting a positive school learning climate, includes five instructional leadership functions;
protecting instructional time, promoting professional development, maintaining high visibility,
providing incentives for teachers, and providing incentives for learning. “Instructionally effective
schools develop a culture of continuous improvement in which rewards are aligned with
purposes and practices” (Hallinger, 2005, p. 226).
Instructional leaders are individuals who develop and support a collaborative school
culture that is focused on effective teaching and learning (Grigsby et al., 2010). The role of the
instructional leader includes: a) providing instructional leadership by articulating and
implementing a vision of learning; b) creating and sustaining a focus on student and adult
learning; c) facilitating a culture and climate of learning based on high expectations for both
students and staff; d) advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a school culture that contributes to
student learning and staff professional growth; e) leading the school improvement process by
focusing on students’ needs; f) engaging the community in activities that provide support for
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student success; and g) utilizing multiple data sources to assess, identify, and improve instruction
(Grigsby et al., 2010; Green, 2010; Jenkins, 2009; Wanzare & Da Costa, 2001).
Instructional leaders must prioritize their time, attention, and effort to focus on teaching
and learning. Instructional leaders have a vision for what they want their school to become.
Teaching and learning are the main focus (Grigsby et al., 2010). In addition, “when teachers
perceive principals’ instructional leadership behaviors to be appropriate, they grow in
commitment, professional involvement, and willingness to innovate. Thus, instructional
leadership can be transformational” (Marks & Printy, 2003, p. 5).
The National Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP) identified six
standards that exemplify instructional leadership:
•

Standard 1: Lead student and adult learning

•

Standard 2: Lead diverse communities

•

Standard 3: Lead 21st century learning

•

Standard 4: Lead continuous improvement

•

Standard 5: Lead using knowledge and data

•

Standard 6: Lead parent, family, and community engagement
The NAESP Leading Learning Communities Standards are recognized as performance

guidelines for principal practice (National Association of Elementary School Principals, n.d.).
Leaders with exceptional instructional leadership experience are needed to mentor new
administrators.
Mentoring Principals in Instructional Leadership
The role of the school principal has shifted from primarily a building manager to include
the role of instructional leader (Daresh, 2007; Harris et al., 2004). Just as mentoring was
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originally utilized to help new and aspiring administrators learn the technical aspects of the job,
today, mentoring must include helping new school leaders learn how to focus on increasing
student learning and academic achievement (Daresh, 2007). In his study of mentoring of
beginning school principals, Daresh’s (2007) purpose was to observe the mentor’s ability to
increase the new principal’s abilities in instructional leadership. He found that when veteran and
new school leaders collaborate, an environment is produced that creates high levels of student
achievement (Daresh, 2004). As schools are evaluated on student achievement and growth
indicators, there is research demonstrating that principals play a key role in supporting student
success, more specifically in their impact on teacher instructional effectiveness (Alvoid & Black,
2014; Bendikson et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2012; Grissom et al., 2012; Seashore Louis et al.,
2010). In their research, Johnston et al. (2016) found that school leaders themselves put a higher
value on mentoring support when it focused on their role as instructional leaders. Gumus and
Bellibas (2016), in their research on the effects of professional development activities for school
principals, found that professional development based on mentoring “had a significant positive
effect on principals’ instructional leadership” (p. 297).
In order to meet the high expectations for student achievement, principals are expected to
regularly observe teachers, provide effective feedback, and serve as the curriculum expert
(Thessin & Clayton, 2013; Wahlstrom & Seashore Louis, 2008). This is a challenging task for
new school administrators. Gettys et al. (2010) found that there is a need to provide new
principals with ways to make connections between classroom observations (both formal and
informal) and what they need to do to improve academic achievement for students. In addition,
new principals are not often provided ways to develop the necessary skills to utilize data in order
to work with teachers to improve instruction. In response to these challenges, Gray and Lewis
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(2013), studied mentor principals and school administration program students and focused on
instructional leadership practices. They concluded that:
the most effective way to train instructional leaders is through extended assignments in
schools where they will share the intensity of the principal’s day and the complexities and
rewards of leadership that attend to working with students, teachers, and the school’s
community. (Gray & Lewis, 2013, p. 149)
Darling-Hammond et al. (2007) also found that administrators who participate in
“innovative, high quality programs are more likely to become instructional leaders who are
committed to the job and efficacious in their work” (p. 6). Harris and Spillane (2008) found that
the majority of participants in an internship administrative preparation program rated the jobembedded components as strong. This is especially important for female educational leaders
considering “virtually all school administrators are initially recruited from the ranks of teachers”
(Banks, 1995, p. 70). The odds of a man ascending to the rank of superintendent is one in 40
while the odds for a woman are on in 1,673; men are 40 times more likely to advance to the
superintendency than their female counterparts (Skrla, 1999).
Barriers for Women in Educational Leadership Mentoring
There is significant literature that suggests that women have missed out on mentoring
opportunities (Ehrich et al., 2004; Noe, 1988; Ragins, 1989). Peters (2010) found that as women
have assumed roles in school leadership, “they have experienced limited access to productive
mentoring relationships, further limiting access” (p. 115) to higher-level school administrative
positions. “Essentially, the lack of mentoring and resultant low numbers in school
administration, limits the number of role models women can turn to when seeking positions”
(Peters, 2010, p. 115). Dunbar and Kinnersley (2011) also found that female administrators
understand that mentoring is a key factor in career success.
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Unfortunately, there is a lack of opportunity for female administrators to receive
mentoring support. Women have limited access to school leadership positions, especially at the
secondary and district levels (Shakeshaft et al., 2007). Women experience a significant lack of
support and guidance in their quest to move into higher-level administrative positions (Peters,
2010). Noe (1988) also found that there are limited numbers of female mentors. Ehrich’s (1994)
research noted clearly that women in various professions, such as management and education,
continue to experience a lack of mentoring opportunities.
Noe (1988) suggested that limited opportunities for women to develop interpersonal and
task-oriented skills may contribute to poor job performance and lack of confidence. As a result,
women are less likely to be promoted into supervisory positions. In addition, White (2018)
found that “unconscious or conscious gender bias” (p. 147) was a significant barrier faced by
women in school site leadership positions that impacts their ability to promote into higher-level
positions. These factors continue to perpetuate the problem of a lack of women role models and
mentors for aspiring female administrators. For educators interested in promotion, it is necessary
for those in higher-level administrative positions to mentor them, since a mentor by definition is
more experienced and holds a more powerful position. Due to the fact that women are far less
likely than their male counterparts to have access to the necessary informal networks of
educational administrators, it is not likely that women would be mentored by senior educational
administrators to the same extent as male educators (Grogan & Shakeshaft, 2010; Shakeshaft,
1987).
Other research supports the fact that although anyone aspiring to educational
administration may benefit from mentoring support, women have fewer female role models who
might serve as mentors, therefore further limiting their access to administrative positions. In
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their study of women administrators in higher education, Hubbard and Robinson (1998) found
that “mentoring may offer a positive effect on career advancement and a positive strategy for
upward administrative mobility” (p. 297). Additionally, these results support research by Daresh
and Playko (1993), which asserts that women must actively seek mentoring opportunities due to
the lack of available female mentors. Dunbar and Kinnersley (2011) also suggested that women
who want to advance into administrative positions should actively seek mentors and networking
opportunities. Noe (1988) found that women who had mentors reported higher job satisfaction
than women who did not have mentors. This also relates to the results of a survey given to
female executives that showed that women who “participated in mentorships reported greater
self-confidence and an enhance awareness of and use of their skills” (Noe, 1988, p. 66).
Peters (2010) found that mentoring for women is different than it is for men. This is due
to a variety of factors including: “lack of female role models/mentors in leadership positions;
perceived lack of power and authority by females in leadership; and men’s reluctance to mentor
a female protégé” (Peters, 2010, p. 112). In addition, Copeland and Calhoun (2014), in their
study of female superintendents in the southeastern United States, reported that women found
mentoring to be an advantageous process for them. Interviews from this study revealed that in
regard to mentoring, “women better understood women, and a female mentor could better assist
challenges specific to women” (Copeland & Calhoun, 2014, p. 40). This is commensurate with
Hoyt and Simon’s (2011) research that found that “women are more inspired by female, as
opposed to male, career role models who demonstrate that women can overcome gender barriers
to achieve career success” (p. 144). In fact, mentoring may reinforce the status quo and can
contribute to exclusionary practices especially for women and minorities (Clayton et al., 2013).
In addition, male mentors, who make up the majority of individuals in supervisory positions,
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may be hesitant to mentor women (Ehrich, 1994). Harris et al. (2004) found that the gender of
the mentor mattered. In their study, female principals were more consistently perceived as
modeling instructional leadership than male principals. “This is consistent with previous gender
research that has found that women are more likely to spend more years teaching than men
before they enter the principalship” (Harris et al., 2004, p. 168).
Chapter Summary
This chapter presented a review of mentoring that included discussion regarding formal
versus informal mentoring, the factors involved in mentor/mentee pairing, and the overall
benefits of mentoring experiences. The second section synthesized the literature on instructional
leadership. The third section discussed the literature on mentoring principals, specifically in the
area of instructional leadership. The final section examined the literature regarding the barriers
for women in instructional leadership mentoring.
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

The purpose of this research study was to examine associations between the quality of
mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership,
specifically as it is perceived by female educational leaders in contrast to male educational
leaders. The research questions under investigation were:
1. Does the quality of the mentoring experience as self-reported by site administrators vary
by gender based on overall MCA score?
2. Does effectiveness as an instructional leader as self-reported by school site administrators
vary by gender:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
3. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the area of
instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the participant and mentor, years
of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
4. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the defining the school
mission dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the participant and
mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
5. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in managing the
instructional program dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
6. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the promoting a
positive school learning climate dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of
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the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
7. Does gender of the school site administrator moderate the association between their
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a
site administrator, and administrative position:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
This chapter provides a description of and rationale for the study’s non-experimental,
correlational research design. The process for selection of the participants and data collection
are explained and demographics of the sample are summarized here. Data analysis procedures,
including the use of multiple regression tests, are also presented. A discussion of the two selected
instruments, PIMRS and MCA is provided as well. This chapter concludes with the measures
taken to address threats to validity, assumptions of the study, and its limitations.
Methodological Approach
This study utilized a non-experimental, correlational design. This quantitative approach
was selected in order to establish relationships between variables (McMillan & Schumacher,
2010). The variables in this study support the decision to utilize a quantitative approach as the
variables are measured by instruments that provide numerical scores that can be used in
statistical analyses (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). In accordance with the goals of
quantitative research, findings are intended to be generalizable (Borg & Gall, 1989). The
researcher had no control over who does and who does not receive mentoring support. However,
more school administrators are receiving mentoring due to revisions to the requirements for the
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California Clear Induction Administrative Services Credential. Induction programs that are now
a requirement for the California Clear Induction Administrative Services Credential include a
comprehensive mentoring component. The researcher is not in a position in which to be able to
conduct an experimental intervention in which mentoring is withheld from some. Establishing
the association (non-causal correlation) would nevertheless be a first step towards empirical
validation of a causal mechanism possibly at work.
Most studies in the area of mentoring educational leaders have primarily utilized a
qualitative research approach. In contrast, several hundreds of studies on instructional leadership
utilized a quantitative approach (Hallinger, 2010). In examining the associations between the
quality of mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional
leadership, the use of a quantitative approach helps quantify the extent of the relationship, and
provides evidence that suggests the impact of the quality of the mentoring experience on
instructional leadership effectiveness varied by gender of the administrator; that is, who provides
the self-reports.
Multiple regression analysis includes the use of the terms control, influence, and outcome
to identify variables within a study (Keith, 2015). Control variables are utilized to adjust for
demographic and contextual factors, influence variables are utilized to explain the outcome
variables (Grimm & Yarnold, 1995; McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). Table 1 identifies the
variables included in this study categorized by type, measure, and value.
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Table 1
Variables Identified by Type, Measure, and Value
Variable
Gender (participant)

Gender (mentor)

Years of Experience
(participant)

Type

Measure

Value

Control

Male or female; selfreport in survey

Coded

Control

Control

Male or female; selfreport in survey

Number of years in
administration (0-2, 3-4,
or five or more); selfreport in survey

1 = female; 0 = male
Coded
1 = female mentor; 0 =
male mentor
Coded
1 = at most two years
2 = more than two but less
than five years
3 = more than five years

Administrative
Position (participant)

Control

Principal or other site
administrator; self-report
in survey

Coded
1 = Principal
0 = Other Site Admin

Quality of Mentoring
Experience

“Influence”

MCA; 26-item
instrument measuring six
mentoring competencies;
self-report of quality of
mentoring experience

Higher scores indicate
greater prevalence of
elements of higher quality
mentoring

Instructional
Leadership

“Outcome”

PIMRS; 50-item
instrument measuring
three instructional
leadership dimensions;
self-report

Higher scores indicate use
of instructional leadership
practices and behaviors
associated with effective
instructional leadership
(Hallinger et al., 2013)

•
•
•

Defining the
School Mission
Managing the
Instructional
Program
Promoting a
Positive School
Learning
Climate
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Methods
Potential participants who met the inclusion criteria were asked to complete a
demographic background survey along with the MCA (Fleming et al., 2013) and the PIMRS
(Hallinger, 2010). The MCA was selected because it measures the quality of the mentoring
experience and there is robust evidence for this instrument’s reliability and validity (Fleming et
al., 2013). The PIMRS was selected to measure instructional leadership because there have been
a multitude of research studies and it has provided both valid and reliable data for measuring
instructional leadership (Hallinger, 2010).
Demographic Background Survey
The Google Form survey included five questions to determine the following background
variables: gender, years of experience (at most two years, more than two but not more than four
years, five or more years), current administrative position (principal versus other site
administrator), whether they received mentoring, and for those who had a mentor, the gender of
their mentor. Individuals who reported not having a mentor were excluded from the research.
Instructional Leadership Instrument
The PIMRS is a self-assessment tool that measures the degree to which principals and
other site administrators serve as instructional leaders (Hallinger, 2010). The instrument focuses
on three domains which include; defining the school mission, managing the instructional
program, and promoting a positive school learning climate. Within these domains, there are
multiple constructs. Respondents rate their responses on a Likert scale from 1 to 5 (almost never
to almost always). The survey results create a profile of the respondents’ perceptions of his/her
performance on each of 10 subscales (Hallinger, 2005).
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The PIMRS was employed in this study to measure leadership because “the instrument
appears to have provided a reliable and valid means of assessing the instructional leadership of
principals” (Hallinger, 2010, p. 279). The PIMRS is based on “a conceptual framework that
proposes three dimensions in the instructional leadership role: Defining the School Mission,
Manages the Instructional Program, and Promotes a Positive School Learning Climate”
(Hallinger, 2010, p. 275). These three dimensions are broken down into 10 instructional
leadership subscales. The PIMRS contains 50 response items for site administrators.
The first dimension, defining the school mission, contains two subscales, frames the
school’s goals and communicates the schools’ goals. These subscales include “the principal’s
role in working with staff to ensure that the school has a clear mission and that the mission is
focused on academic progress of students” (Hallinger, 2010, p. 275). The 10 items in these
subscales also focus on whether or not the school leader communicates the mission to the school
community (Hallinger, 2010).
The second dimension of the PIMRS, manages the instructional program, contains three
subscales; supervises and evaluates instruction, coordinates the curriculum, and monitors student
progress. The 15 items focus on the site administrator in “managing the technical core” of the
school site (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
The third dimension, promoting a positive school learning climate, includes five
subscales. These subscales are; protects instructional time, provides incentives for teachers,
provides incentives for learning, promotes professional development, and maintains high
visibility. This dimension is “broader in scope than the other dimensions and overlaps with
factors associated with transformational leadership” (Hallinger, 2010, p. 276). The 25 items in
this dimension demonstrate that effective school leaders create “academic press” which is
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grounded in ensuring high academic standards and expectations within a culture of learning and
continuous improvement (Hallinger, 2010).
School leaders who earn a high rating on one of the PIMRS subscales are perceived as
more frequently utilizing instructional leadership practices and behaviors that are closely
associated with leaders in effective schools (Hallinger et al., 2013).
Validity
Creswell (2012) defined validity as “the development of sound evidence to demonstrate
that the intended test interpretation matches the proposed purpose of the test” (p. 630). Content
validity “refers to the degree to which items which make up the subscales of the instrument are
appropriate measure of the various job functions” (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 7). Latham
and Wexley (1981) suggested that items should achieve at least 80% agreement among raters to
be considered a valid measure of a category. The average agreement for each of the categories
on the PIMRS range from 80% to 100% (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985).
Discriminant validity “is concerned with the ability of the instrument to discriminate
among the performance of the persons being rated” (Hallinger & Murphy 1985, p. 226). The test
that was used to assess the discriminant validity of the PIMRS was a one-way analysis of
variance (Hallinger & Murphy, 1985). In this case, “the subscales should discriminate among
principals; variance in principal ratings within schools was, in most cases, less than the variance
in ratings of principals between schools at a significance level of .05” (Hallinger & Murphy,
1985, p. 226). Construct validity, or subscale inter-correlation, “provides an assessment of the
degree to which the persons being evaluated possess the quality or construct presumed to be
reflected in the performance instrument” (Hallinger, 1981, p. 10). For the PIMRS, “groups of
items within a subscale correlated more strongly with each other than with the subscales”
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(Hallinger & Murphy, 1985, p. 226) which is an indicator that the instrument’s constructs are
valid.
Reliability
Reliability “means that individual scores from an instrument should be nearly the same or
stable on repeated administrations of the instrument and that they should be free from sources of
measurement error and consistent” (Creswell, 2012, p. 627). Studies utilizing the PIMRS have
relied on measures of internal consistency to determine the instrument’s reliability. An
instrument is internally consistent when the scores are reliable and accurate and are consistent
across the items on the instrument (Creswell, 2012). Hair et al. (1988) suggested a minimum
range of .60 to .70 when data are used for research. In Hallinger et al.’s (2013) meta-analysis of
reliability studies utilizing the PIMRS, they found that in the sample of 2,508 principals, “the
whole scale alpha reliability estimate was .96” (p. 289). The reliability estimates for each of the
three dimensions were as follows: defining the school mission, .88; managing the instructional
program, .91; and promoting a positive school learning climate, .93 (Hallinger et al., 2013). All
three areas met a high standard of reliability and in addition, “the pattern of reliability results did
not vary significantly either across different school levels” (Hallinger et al., 2013, p. 290).
Mentoring Instrument
In order to effectively evaluate participants’ mentoring experiences, the MCA was
utilized for this study. The MCA includes six mentoring competencies; maintaining effective
communication, aligning expectations, assessing understanding, addressing equity and inclusion,
fostering independence, and promoting professional development (Fleming et al., 2013).
Although the MCA was designed for clinical and translational research, the six mentoring
competencies match the areas for mentoring school administrators.
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Respondents rate their response on a 7-point Likert scale. The survey results create a
profile of the respondents’ perceptions of the quality of their mentoring experiences. Strong
evidence for MCA’s reliability and validity has been reported (Fleming et al., 2013). The results
of the MCA yielded a single score for each participant that determined the quality of the
mentoring relationship.
The first competency, maintaining effective communication includes; providing
constructive feedback, communicating effectively across diverse dimensions, identifying
different communication styles, engaging in active listening, and using multiple strategies for
improving communication (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b). The
second competency, aligning expectations, includes; effectively establishing mutual
expectations, clearly communicating expectations for the mentoring relationship, aligning
mentee/mentor expectations, and taking into consideration how personal and professional
differences impact expectations (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b).
The third competency, assessing understanding, includes; assessing mentee’s understanding of
concepts and processes, identifying reasons for lack of understanding, and using strategies to
enhance mentee understanding (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b).
The fourth competency, addressing equity and inclusion, includes: improving and expanding
understanding of equity and inclusion; recognizing impact of assumptions, preconceptions,
biases, and prejudices bring to the mentor-mentee relationship and how to manage them; and
identifying strategies for learning about, recognizing, and addressing issues of equity and
inclusion (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b). The fifth competency,
fostering independence, includes: defining independence; employing strategies to increase
mentee’s confidence, establish trust, and foster independence; and identifying the benefits and
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challenges of independence (UW Institute for Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b). The
sixth competency, promoting professional development, includes; identifying the roles mentors
play in professional development, developing strategies for guiding professional development,
initiating and sustaining conversations about professional goals and objectives, and engaging in
dialogue about competing demands and needs of both mentees and mentors (UW Institute for
Clinical and Translational Research, 2020b).
The MCA mentee instrument consists of 26 items for the six mentoring competencies.
All items use a 7-point Likert scale: 1) not at all skilled; 4) moderately skilled; 7) extremely
skilled; and 0 for not observed. Slight changes were made to the instrument for use in this study.
These changes included removing “mentors” from item 6 (coordinating effectively with other
mentors with whom you work) due to the fact that school site administrators do not coordinate
with other mentors, but do coordinate with others administrators; “research” from items 10
(working with you to set research goals) and 11 (helping you develop strategies to meet research
goals) due to the fact that most school site administrators work on goals, but not necessarily
research goals; and “scientific” from item 12 (accurately estimating your level of scientific
knowledge) due to the fact that school site administrators are not working in the scientific field.
These revisions were made to more accurately reflect the mentoring experiences for school site
administrators.
Validity
To measure the construct validity of the instrument, a confirmatory factor analysis was
completed. For this analysis, maximum likelihood was utilized to assess how well the 26 items
in the instrument measured the six domains. In this study, only the single global score based on
all items combined was used. For the mentee instrument, four goodness of fit statistics were
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used in the analyses to determine instrument validity: chi-square = 840.62, df = 284, p <.001;
root mean square of approximation, RMSEA = 0.080 (90% CI, 0.063-0.077); comparative fit
index, CFI = 0.87); and Tucker-Lewis index, TLI = 0.85.
Reliability
The correlations among the six competencies were high: 0.58-0.92. All parameter
estimates for the individual items were significant; standardized loadings ranged from 0.56 to
0.86 (Fleming et al., 2013). In addition, the coefficient alpha scores for the MCA showed
reliability (internal consistency). The hypothesized model with its six latent constructs
(competencies) resulted in an acceptable fit to the data (Fleming et al., 2013). As Fleming et al
(2013) explained:
For the instrument completed by mentors, chi-square = 663.20; df = 284; P < .001; root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.069 (90% CI, 0.062-0.076);
comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.85; and Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) = 0.83. For the
instrument completed by mentees, chi-square = 840.62; df = 284; P < .001; RMSEA =
0.080 (90% CI, 0.063-0.077); CFI = 0.87; and TLI = 0.85. The correlations among the
six competencies were high: 0.49-0.87 for mentors, 0.58-0.92 for mentees. All parameter
estimates for the individual items were significant; standardized factor loadings ranged
from 0.32 to 0.81 for mentors and 0.56 to 0.86 for mentees. (p. 1)
Description of the Participants
According to the California Department of Education (2020) there are approximately
22,000 school administrators; this includes many different positions, such as principals, assistant
principals, deans, directors, assistant superintendents, and superintendents, in addition to others
that school districts and county offices of education may deem as school administrators. For this
study, a simple random sample of California’s school site administrators was utilized to
determine potential participants. A list of current California school administrators was obtained
from the California Department of Education. An electronic randomizer was utilized to select
the participants. Six hundred administrators were emailed to participate. The email survey
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included a question as to whether the participant works at a school site. Those who responded
that they do not currently work at a school site were excluded from the study. Data were
collected from 143 California school site administrators.
The rationale for choosing to only utilize California school site administrators was linked
to the researcher’s work with the ACSA. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics (2020), the
majority of school administrators begin their career as teachers and then move into site level
administrative support positions, such as assistant principal or principal positions. In April 2014,
the California Commission on Teacher Credentialing made significant changes to the
requirements for the second tier of California’s Administrative Services Credential. The new
standards require completion of a two-year induction program for candidates. Induction
programs that have been approved by the State of California include a clear mentoring
component. In the California Administrative Services Preliminary and Clear Induction
Credential Program Standards Handbook (2015) it is noted that coaching or mentoring plays a
central role in the induction process: “A qualified, trained coach is assigned to each candidate for
the first two years of his/her administrative career” (p. 23).
Descriptive Statistics
The demographic characteristics of the study sample are described in this section. A
presentation of the sample demographic data as well as comparison data of school administrator
gender are also provided.
Sample Demographics
The sample was comprised of school site administrators in California who elected to
complete the survey (N = 143). Demographic data that were collected included: participants’
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gender, participants’ years of administrative experience, participants’ administrative position
(principal or other site administrator), and gender of the participants’ mentor.
The identified gender of the participants was 69.2% female (n = 99) and 30.8% male (n =
44). The participants were primarily principals (57.3%) with the remainder being other site
administrators (42.7%). The majority (58.7%) of participants were veteran administrators with
five or more years of administrative experience; also, 27.2% had at least two but less than five
years of experience with just 14% having at most two years of experience as a school
administrator. Over two-thirds (69.2%) of the participants reported having a female mentor and
30.8% reported having a male mentor. The distribution of demographic data is shown in Table
2.
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Table 2
Sample Demographic Data
Variable

n

%

Male

44

30.8%

Female

99

69.2%

At most two years

20

14%

Greater than two but less than five years

39

27.2%

Five or more years

84

58.7%

Principal

82

57.3%

Other Site Administrator

61

42.7%

Male

44

30.8%

Female

99

69.2%

Participant Gender

School Administrator Experience

Administrative Position

Mentor Gender

As displayed in Table 3, 43.2% (n = 19) of the 44 male participants had male mentors
whereas 25.3% (n = 25) of the 99 female participants had male mentors. Relatedly, a larger
proportion of female participants had female mentors (74.7%) as compared to the proportion of
male participants who had female mentors (56.8%). A chi-square test of association confirmed
that the proportions were significantly different χ2(1, n = 143) = 21.154, p < .001. In other words,
an association was found between gender of the responding administrator and gender of mentor.
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Due to the statistically significant difference, gender of the mentor was controlled for in the
analyses of Research Questions 1 and 2.

Table 3
Gender of Participants and Mentors
Gender of Mentor: Male

Gender of Mentor: Female

Gender of Participant: Male

19 (43.2%)

25 (56.8%)

Gender of Participant: Female

25 (25.3%)

74 (74.7%)

Table 4 provides a comparison of the gender demographics of the participants in the
sample and the related demographics of all school administrators in California. A chi-square
goodness of fit test was conducted to determine if there was a statistically significant difference
between the gender distribution of the participants in the sample and the proportions to be
expected for school administrators in California as reported by the California Department of
Education (2019). The chi-square value was not statistically significant, χ2(1, n = 143) = 1.575,
p = .210; therefore, the sample participants can be assumed to be representative of the population
of school administrators in California in terms of gender.
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Table 4
School Administrator Gender Comparison
Percent in Sample

Percent in California 2018-2019

Female Administrators

69.2

64.2

Male Administrators

30.8

35.8

Note. n = 143; Source: California Department of Education (2019).

Data Collection
Prior to the collection of any data, permission for this study was obtained from the
Institutional Review Board at the University of the Pacific. This study met the criteria for
exempt status. No personal identifiers of any individual participants were collected. The
research study was designed to ensure the confidentiality of participants. Each participant from
the random sample received an email with an embedded link to the online survey hosted as a
Google Form. As the first item in the online survey, each participant read and then provided
informed consent for participation by selecting either “I consent to participate” or “I decline to
participate.” In addition, participants were notified that they could revoke consent at any time by
exiting the survey prior to submission. The participants answered demographic background
questions as well as completed the PIMRS and MCA items via the Google Form. The study
involved minimal risk to participants in that there was no collection of personal information that
could identify individual participants. A copy of the informed consent document is included in
Appendix C. Copies of the permissions to use the MCA and PIMRS are included in Appendices
D and E, respectively.
A list of current school administrators in California was requested and received from the
ACSA. This list was first sorted to only include administrators as teachers with administrative
credentials. The list of approximately 24,000 administrators was randomized and email requests
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to participate in the study were sent to 600 administrators. Follow-up email requests were sent
out every two weeks to encourage and remind administrators to participate. The initial goal was
to collect 200 responses in order to pick up a fairly small effect (where the change in R2 is
approximately 4%). Six hundred were invited to participate because it was expected that
approximately one-third would actually do so.
In addition, the demographic survey asked if the administrator currently worked at a
school site (yes/no); if the response was no, the participant received a notification thanking them
and informing them that they were not a fit for the current study. This was also the case in
regard to the question: “If you have had a mentor (someone who cultivated an effective
relationship and guided you to develop strengths and goals), what was their gender?” and the
response was “I have not had a mentor,” then they also received the notification that they were
not a fit for the study.
In order to encourage participation in the survey, administrators were given the
opportunity to be entered into a drawing to win one of five $50 Visa gift cards. In order to keep
participant information confidential, they were asked to send a separate email in order to be
entered into the drawing.
Emails containing the survey link were sent out between March 2018 and April 2018.
The researcher and dissertation chair maintained sole access to all responses and data were stored
in password protected online accounts as well as on personal password-protected computers.
The data will be stored until completion of the study and potential publication of the findings
through July 2023.
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Data Analysis and Presentation
Prior to addressing the research questions, the data were inspected to ensure than no data
entry errors or outliers were detected. Outliers were present; therefore, the data analyses were
conducted both with and without their inclusion to determine whether the results were impacted.
The data analysis was a multi-step process that utilized descriptive and correlational
statistics. Data were analyzed utilizing Statistical Packages for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
statistical software. The first step was to compile descriptive statistics of the sample. The
second step of the statistical analysis addressing Research Questions 1 and 2 consisted of
analyzing the MCA and PIMRS scores by gender utilizing independent samples t-tests. Due to
the association between the mentor and participant genders, multiple regression analyses were
conducted. For the third step of the statistical analysis addressing Research Questions 3 through
7, multiple regression tests were conducted.
To address Research Question 1: Does the quality of the mentoring experience, as selfreported by site administrators, vary by gender based on the overall MCA score? and Research
Question 2: Does the effectiveness as an instructional leader, as self-reported by school site
administrators vary by gender: a) based on the overall PIMRS score; b) based on the defining the
school mission PIMRS dimension score; c) based on the managing the instructional program
PIMRS dimension score; and d) based on the promoting a positive school learning climate
PIMRS dimension score, independent samples t-tests were conducted and due to the associations
stated above, multiple regression analyses were conducted.
Multiple regression analysis was utilized to address the remaining research questions.
Multiple regression can be used with “categorical independent variables, continuous variables or
both” (Keith, 2015, p. 18). Utilizing multiple regression allows for using “multiple independent
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variables to explain variation in a dependent variable…we can regress a dependent variable on
multiple independent variables” (Keith, 2015, p. 18). The control variables included: gender,
years of experience as a school administrator, school site position, and gender of the mentor.
The influence variable, the quality of the mentoring experience, was determined by the score on
the MCA. The outcome, instructional leadership proficiency, was determined by the score on
the PIMRS.
In the next step of the statistical analyses, sequential multiple regression analyses were
conducted. School administrators’ instructional leadership proficiency was regressed on their
years of experience as an administrator, the type of administrative position held, the gender of
their mentor, their own gender, and quality of their mentoring relationship. Additional multiple
regression analyses were conducted for each of the three dimensions of instructional leadership.
Assumptions and Limitations
The description of mentoring relationships was carefully constructed so that respondents
accurately identified whether or not they have participated in a mentoring experience. This was
done to improve the construct validity of the design by reducing the threat termed, inadequate
explication of the constructs (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). However, the mono-method bias
was a threat to construct validity given that all data collected were self-reported by the
administrator who was mentored. No direct observation or report by the mentor, for example,
was obtained as a second indicator of the quality of mentoring or instructional leadership
effectiveness. Although the survey and instrument data were self-reported, a potential limitation,
the validity of the self-report survey data is backed by extensive scientific research and statistical
analysis (Brener et al., 2003).
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Although the sample was found to be representative of the target population in terms of
the gender distribution of the mentee, it is recognized that population external validity is a
limitation of this volunteer sample. That is, generalization is limited to administrators whose own
characteristics are similar to those who participated.
Delimitations of this study included boundaries related to time and sample (McMillan &
Schumacher, 2010). Data collection was completed between March 2018 and April 2018 and
included K-12 school site administrators from California. Emails were sent to a random sample,
but the results were dependent on those who chose to respond. The time frame for collection of
data was also a potential limitation. Individual site and district programs and activities might
make this time frame challenging for school site administrators.
Another limitation is that this is a correlational study utilizing a multiple regression
model and could potentially not include all of the relevant predictors of instructional leadership.
The regression was used to test the association between the quality of a mentoring relationship
and instructional leadership. There may be other factors that are predictors to which
instructional leadership is attributed. For example, no attempt was made to control for
differences in the characteristics of the students or teachers for whom the school administrator
was assigned to provide instructional leadership. Such variation may be likened to extraneous
variance in the experimental setting that reduces statistical conclusion validity by potentially
weakening the magnitude of relationships found.
The statistical assumptions for this study included:
1. The variables have normal distributions.
2. There is a linear relationship between the independent and dependent variables.
3. Variables are measured without error (reliability).
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4. Variance of errors is the same across all levels of the independent variable (Osborne &
Waters, 2002).
Chapter Summary
This quantitative, correlational study informs university administrator training programs
and school districts by providing an understanding of the association between quality mentoring
relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership. The sample of
school administrators in California provided generalizable data that can be used to inform
administrative program policies to include effective mentoring experiences for school site
administrators. The size of the sample (N = 143) was adequate to achieve statistically significant
results but was limited by the survey participation response rate.
The measures utilized in this study included a demographic background survey to collect
background variables including gender, years of experience, current administrative position,
whether they received mentoring and gender of the mentor; an instructional leadership
instrument, the PIMRS to measure participants’ self-assessment in the area of instructional
leadership; and a mentoring instrument, the MCA to measure participants’ self-assessment of
their mentoring experience. Gender of the participant, gender of the mentor, years of experience
as an administrator, and site level administrator position were included as control variables;
quality of the mentoring experience as an influence variable; and instructional leadership as an
outcome variable. The instruments utilized (PIMRS and MCA) demonstrate evidence of
reliability and construct validity.
The data collection procedures were appropriate for the population. The selection of
multiple regression for statistical analyses was appropriate for examining the associations
between the quality of mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in
instructional leadership. Results include descriptive statistics, relationships between variables,
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and regression analyses in response to each of the research questions and are presented and
interpreted in the following chapter.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

The purpose of this research study was to examine associations between the quality of
mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership.
Moreover, this association as perceived by female educational leaders was contrasted to the
association as perceived by male educational leaders. The sample consisted of school site
administrators in California who responded to the email query and elected to complete the
electronic survey. The participants’ responses to a survey measuring quality of their mentoring
experience and three areas of instructional leadership provided the data for this research.
Multiple regression was used to analyze the following research questions:
1. Does the quality of the mentoring experience as self-reported by site administrators vary
by gender based on overall MCA score?
2. Does effectiveness as an instructional leader as self-reported by school site administrators
vary by gender:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
3. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the area of
instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the participant and mentor, years
of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
4. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the defining the school
mission dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the participant and
mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
5. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in managing the
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instructional program dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
6. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency on the promoting a
positive school learning climate dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of
the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
7. Does gender of the school site administrator moderate the association between their
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a
site administrator, and administrative position:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
This chapter provides descriptive statistics and results based on multiple regression data
analyses. Results for both the instructional leadership and quality of mentoring sections of the
survey are reported. A description and representation of the relationship among variables is
provided. The results of diagnostic tests are summarized where the assumptions of multiple
regression analyses are addressed. This chapter concludes with the presentation of results of the
multiple regression tests conducted to examine each of the seven research questions.
Preliminary Analyses
Reliabilities of Measures
To ensure the adopted scales, as modified for this study, and used with the current sample
remained relatively free from measurement error, Cronbach’s alpha reliability estimates of
internal consistency were obtained for each scale (PIMRS and MCA) and the PIMRS subscales.
As shown in Table 5, all reliabilities exceeded .80 and thus, were adequate for research purposes.
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Table 5
Internal Consistency Reliabilities for the MCA and PIMRS Scales and Subscales
Scale

Number of Items

Cronbach’s Alpha

MCA

26

.941

50

.916

Defining the School Mission

10

.829

Managing the Instructional Program

15

.848

Promoting a Positive School Learning
Climate

25

.823

PIMRS
Overall

Note. N = 143 site administrators.

Relationships Between Variables
Correlation is the statistical measure that indicates the extent to which two or more
variables relate to each other. A positive correlation indicates the extent to which the two
variables increase or decrease together. A negative correlation indicates the extent to which one
variable increases as the other decreases.
Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to explore the relationship between
variables in the study. There was a moderate negative correlation between two of the variables,
gender of the mentor (coded 1 for female and 0 for male) and school administrative experience
as measured in years, r = -.173, N = 143, p < .05. The negative correlation indicates that
participants who had female mentors, on average, reported less school administrative experience
than participants who had male mentors. Increases in the years of administrative experience
were significantly correlated with administrative position, r = .493, N = 143, p < .01. Given that
principals were coded 1 and other site administrators were coded 0, the positive correlation
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indicates that principals, on average, had more administrative experience than the other site
administrators. Additionally, there was a significant correlation between the gender of the
participant (coded 1 for female and 0 for male) and administrative experience, r = -.299, N =
143, p < .01. The negative correlation indicates that the female participants, on average, reported
less school administrative experience than male participants. Table 6 depicts the correlations
between the variables.
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Table 6
Correlations Between Control Variables, Quality of Mentoring Experience, and Effectiveness as
an Instructional Leader

Gender

Administrator
Experience

Administrative
Position

Gender
Mentor

1.00

-.299**

-.085

.179*

-.299**

1.00

.493**

-.173*

-.085

.493**

1.00

.099

.179*

-.173*

.099

1.00

Mentoring Quality (MCA)

.049

.026

.056

-.044

Effectiveness as Instructional Leader
(PIMRS Overall)

.013

.159*

.214**

-.159*

Defining the School Mission

-.058

.184*

.230**

-.101

Managing the Instructional Program

-.021

.103

.069

-.152*

Promoting a Positive School Learning
Climate

.074

.139*

.248**

-.148*

Participant Gender
1 = Female
0 = Male
School Administrator Experience (in
years)
Administrative Position
1 = Principal
0 = Other Site Administrator
Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01; N = 143.

Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to explore the relationship between
control variables and the main outcome under investigation (effectiveness as instructional leader
based on the PIMRS scores). As shown in Table 8, there were small, but significant, correlations
between administrative experience as measured in years and PIMRS Overall (r = .159, N = 143,
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p < .05), PIMRS defining the school mission (r = .184, N = 143, p < .05), and PIMRS promoting
a positive school learning climate (r = .139, N = 143, p < .05). There were also moderate
negative correlations between the gender of the mentor (coded 1 for female and 0 for male) and
PIMRS Overall (r = -.159, N = 143, p < .05), PIMRS managing the instructional program (r = .152, N = 143, p <. 05), and PIMRS promoting a positive school learning climate (r = -.148, N =
143, p < .05). Again, the negative correlation indicates that participants who had female
mentors, on average, reported lower self-reported instructional effectiveness in all areas except
defining the school mission than participants who had male mentors. There were significant
correlations between administrative position (coded 1 for principal and 0 for other site
administrator) PIMRS Overall (r = .214, N = 143, p < .01), PIMRS defining the school mission
(r = .230, N = 143, p < .01), and PIMRS promoting a positive school learning climate (r = .248,
N = 143, p < .01). Correlations between variables, particularly as found with the criterion
(PIMRS scores) suggest the importance of their inclusion as control variables in the main
analyses used to address the research questions.
Checking Statistical Assumptions
Multiple Regression Assumptions and Diagnostics
Prior to analyzing the results for each of the research questions, several assumptions
underlying the use of multiple regression analysis were tested to determine if there were any
potential problems in the data and to strengthen the confidence in the reported results (Keith,
2015). Diagnostic information gathered included predicted values, residuals, estimates of partial
influence, and collinearity. These indicators were examined to test the assumptions of linearity,
normality of residuals, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity for each of the regressions
addressing the research questions.
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Linearity. Linearity, the assumption that a linear relationship exists between the
outcome and influence variables, was the first and most important assumption tested (Keith,
2015). Scatterplots were created to examine the unstandardized residuals against the predicted
values and influence variables for each of the regression tests. There was no indication of
significant departure from linearity nor was a curvilinear relationship found between dependent
and independent variables. Therefore, the assumption of linearity was not violated and the
estimates from the regressions can be considered unbiased and the results are likely to represent
the population values (Keith, 2015).
Normality of residuals. Histograms and p-p plots of standardized residuals were
generated for each regression to test for normal distribution of errors (Keith, 2015). In each case,
the plotted values of the residuals varied only slightly from the normal curve overlaid on the
histograms and from the straight line overlaid on the p-p plots. There was no concern for any
violations of the assumption of normality of residuals.
Multicollinearity. Multicollinearity indicates the degree to which influence variables are
intercorrelated. Low multicollinearity indicates that the influence variables are measuring
distinct constructs and are contributing unique variance in the outcome. High multicollinearity
transpires when there are disproportionately high correlations between influence variables
(Keith, 2015). To test for multicollinearity, collinearity statistics that included measures of
tolerance and variance inflation factor (VIF) were analyzed for each regression.
Multicollinearity can be determined by small values for tolerance and large values for VIF
(Keith, 2015). If the values for tolerance are less than 0.2 and simultaneously the value of VIF is
greater than 7, this indicates a concern for multicollinearity (Keith, 2015). There was no
evidence of multicollinearity in the regressions for each of the research questions.
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Homoscedasticity. Homoscedasticity, the property of having equal statistical variances
across all levels of the independent variable (Keith, 2015) was examined through graphic data.
The scatterplots used to determine homoscedasticity did not demonstrate a fanned shape which is
an indicator of heteroscedasticity (Keith, 2015). Thus, this assumption appeared to be met.
Statistical output related to testing the assumptions for multiple regression are presented in
Appendix F.
Influential cases. As part of the regression diagnostics, the leverage, distance, and
change in regression coefficients that would result if the case was deleted were calculated. A list
was made of the case identification numbers where values on the diagnostic criteria were large
(in absolute value). Across the criteria it was noted that two cases repeatedly emerged. To
ensure that these cases were not creating undue influence on the results, the analyses were run
again with these two cases excluded. There was no difference in the overall pattern of results,
therefore, the analysis using the full data set is presented below.
Main Analyses
Research Question 1 Results
To address Research Question 1, determining if the quality of the mentoring experiences
as measured by the overall MCA score varies by gender, a linear regression was conducted to
compare the MCA total score by participant gender subgroups. Descriptive statistics for the
MCA, including the mean and standard deviation for male and female participants, are provided
in Table 7. The mean scores for male and female participants were very close; however, the
standard deviation for male participants was larger than for female participants. Originally,
independent-sample t-tests were planned, but an alternate analysis was necessary due to the
association between mentor and participant genders.

76
Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for MCA Total Score
MCA

N

M

SD

Male Participants

44

6.194

1.037

Female Participants

99

6.294

.6933

To address Research Question 1 and control for the gender of the mentor, a multiple
regression analysis was conducted. Table 8 demonstrates that there is insufficient evidence to
suggest that mentoring quality as measured by the MCA, on average, differs between female and
male participants when controlling for gender of the mentor; t(140) =.685, p = .494. Participant
gender accounted for less than 1% of the unique variance in mentoring quality beyond that
explained by mentor gender, which itself was minimal.

Table 8
Linear Regression for the MCA Total Score by Gender
b
Constant

β

6.325

t

Sig.

44.365

0.000

∆ in R2 a

Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

-.111

-.055

-.637

.525

.002

.120

-.059

.685

.494

.003

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; a Semi-partial correlation.
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Research Question 2 Results
To address Research Question 2, determining if effectiveness as an instructional leader as
measured by the PIMRS Total and PIMRS dimension scores varies by gender, a series of linear
regressions were conducted to compare the PIMRS Total and PIMRS dimension scores by
gender. Descriptive statistics for the PIMRS Total and PIMRS dimension scores, including the
mean and standard deviation for male and female participants, are provided in Table 9. The
mean scores and standard deviations for male and female participants were not significantly
different based on independent-sample t-tests for the PIMRS Total or PIMRS dimension scores.

Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for PIMRS Total, Defining the School Mission, Managing the Instructional
Program, and Promoting a Positive School Learning Climate
Female
Participants

Male Participants
Measure

N

PIMRS Total

M

SD

N

M

SD

t

44 3.901 .4844 99

3.195

.4387

.159

PIMRS Defining the School Mission

44 4.073 .5462 99

4.002

.5755

.689

PIMRS Managing the Instructional Program

44 3.727 .5219 99

3.704

.5307

.246

PIMRS Promoting a Positive School
Learning Climate

44 3.626 .5317 99

3.698

.4180

.876

Although t-tests were run, additional analyses were necessary due to the association
between mentor and participant genders. To address Research Question 2 and control for the
gender of the mentor, multiple regression analyses were conducted. There was insufficient

78
evidence that the PIMRS total score, on average, differs between female and male participants
when controlling for gender of the mentor; t(140) = .511, p = .610, as displayed in Table 10.

Table 10
Linear Regression for PIMRS Overall and by Gender
PIMRS Overall
Constant

β

b
3.994

t

Sig.

48.517

.000

∆ in R2a

Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

-.163

-.167

-1.969

.051

.025

.042

.043

.511

.610

.002

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation.

As displayed in Table 11, there was insufficient evidence that the PIMRS defining the
school mission score, on average, differs between female and male participants when controlling
for gender of the mentor; t(140) = -482, p = .631.
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Table 11
Linear Regression for the PIMRS Defining the School Mission Score by Gender
PIMRS: Defining the School Mission
Constant

β

b

Sig.

39.812

.000

4.138

t

∆ in R2a

Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

-.114

-.094

-1.095

.275

.010

-.050

-.041

-.482

.631

.002

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation.

As displayed in Table 12, there was insufficient evidence that the PIMRS managing the
instructional program score, on average, differs between female and male participants when
controlling for gender of the mentor; t(140) = .079, p = .937.

Table 12
Linear Regression for the PIMRS Managing the Instructional Program Score by Gender
PIMRS: Managing the Instructional Program
Constant

b

β

3.826

t

Sig.

39.795

0.000

∆ in R2a

Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

-.174

-.153

-1.80

.074

.023

.008

.007

.079

.937

.000

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation.
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As displayed in Table 13, there was insufficient evidence that the PIMRS promoting a
positive school learning climate, on average, differs between female and male participants when
controlling for gender of the mentor; t(140) = 1.224, p = .223.

Table 13
Linear Regression for the PIMRS Promoting a Positive School Learning Climate Score by
Gender
PIMRS: Promoting a Positive School Learning
Climate
Constant

b

β

3.719

t

Sig.

44.924

.000

∆ in R2a

Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male

-.164

-.167

-1.97

.050*

.022

.102

.103

1.22

.223

.010

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male
Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation.

In summary, for the PIMRS Total score as well as for each of the PIMRS Dimension
scores, there is insufficient evidence to suggest that effectiveness as an instructional leader as
measured by the PIMRS, on average, differs between female and male participants.
Research Question 3 Results
Research Question 3 addressed whether the self-reports of the quality of mentoring
experienced by school site administrators are predictive of how effective they reported their level
of proficiency to be in the area of instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position.
There was evidence, based on the regression results depicted in Table 14, to suggest that
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administrative position, gender of the mentor, and quality of the mentoring experience are related
to effectiveness of instructional leadership as measured by the overall score on the PIMRS. In
Block 1 of the model, years of experience, administrative position and gender of the mentor
accounted for 7.9% of the variance in effectiveness in instructional leadership. In Block 2 of the
model, an additional 0.5% of the variance (a statistically non-significant amount) was explained
by the gender of the participant. Moreover, in Block 3, quality of the mentoring experience
explained an additional 6.9% of the variance in effectiveness in instructional leadership, which is
statistically significant; t(137) = 3.348, p = .001. Years of experience and gender of the
participant were not significant. Specifically, being a principal (rather than serving in another
type of administrative role), having a male mentor (rather than a female mentor), and reporting
higher levels of mentoring quality, were all associated with higher levels of self-reported
instructional leadership effectiveness. A comparison of the standardized regression coefficients
revealed that the quality of the mentoring experience (β = .264) had the most effect on
administrator’s self-perceptions of their effectiveness as instructional leaders as compared to
administrative position (β = .201) or gender of the mentor (β = -.171).
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Table 14
Research Question 3 Results: Predicting Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership from Quality
of Mentoring Experience
b
Constant

β

3.024

t

p-value

10.411

0.000

sr2

Block 1
Years of Experience

∆ in R2 a

.079
.026

.042

.433

.666

.001

.183

.201

2.165

.032*

.029

-.167

-.171

-2.072

.040*

-.027

Administrative Position
1 = Principal
0 = Other Type
Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 2

.005

Gender of Participant
1 = Female
0 = Male

.059

.061

.727

.468

.003

Block 3
Quality of Mentoring Experience
(MCA)

.069
.127

.264

3.348

.001**

.069

Notes. *p < .05; **p < .01; a Semi-partial correlation; R2 =.154.
All entries are based on full model except ∆ in R2.

Research Question 4 Results
Research Question 4 addressed the self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced
by school site administrators predictive of how effective they reported their level of proficiency
in defining the school mission, a dimension of the PIMRS, after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position.
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There was evidence, based on the regression results in Table 15, to suggest that administrative
position and quality of the mentoring experience are related to effectiveness of instructional
leadership, defining the school mission. In Block 1 of the model, years of experience,
administrative position, and gender of the mentor accounted for 7.1% of the variance in
effectiveness in instructional leadership. In Block 2 of the model, no additional variance was
explained by the gender of the mentor. In Block 3, quality of the mentoring experience
explained an additional 7.3% of the variance in effectiveness in defining the school mission,
which is statistically significant; t(137) = 3.417, p = .001. Gender of the mentor, years of
experience and gender of the participant were not significant. Specifically, being a principal
(rather than serving in another type of administrative role) and reporting higher levels of
mentoring quality were all associated with higher levels of self-reported instructional leadership
effectiveness in regard to defining the school mission. A comparison of the standardized
regression coefficients revealed that the quality of the mentoring experience (β = .272) had a
greater effect on administrator’s self-perceptions of their effectiveness in instructional
leadership, defining the school mission, than administrative position (β = .192).

84
Table 15
Research Question 4 Results: Predicting Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership, Defining the
School Mission, from Quality of Mentoring Experience
b
Constant

β

2.860

t

p-value

7.816

0.00

sr2

Block 1

∆ in R2a

.071

Years of Experience

.047

.060

.619

.537

.002

Administrative Position

.219

.192

2.060

.041*

.027

-.115 -.094 -1.132

.260

.008

1 = Principal
0 = Other Type
Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 2
Gender of Participant

.000
-.024 -.020

-.239

.811

.000

1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 3
Quality of Mentoring Experience (MCA)

.073
.163

.272

3.417

.001**

.073

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation; R2 = .144.
All entries in table above are based on full model except ∆ in R2.

Research Question 5 Results
Research Question 5 addressed the self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced
by school site administrators predictive of how effective they reported their level of proficiency
in managing the instructional program, a dimension of the PIMRS, after controlling for gender of
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position.
There was evidence, based on the regression results in Table 16, to suggest that quality of the
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mentoring experience is related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, managing the
instructional program.
In Block 1 of the model, years of experience, administrative position, and gender of the
mentor accounted for 3.2% of the variance in effectiveness in instructional leadership. In Block
2 of the model, an additional 0.1% of the variance was explained by the gender of the mentor. In
Block 3, quality of the mentoring experience explained an additional 4.6%, which is statistically
significant; t(137) = 2.625, p = .010. Specifically, reporting higher levels of mentoring quality
was associated with higher levels of self-reported instructional leadership effectiveness in regard
to managing the instructional program (β = .216). Gender of the participant, administrative
position, years of experience, and gender of the participant were not significant.
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Table 16
Research Question 5 Results: Predicting Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership, Managing
the Instructional Program, from Quality of Mentoring Experience
b
Constant

β

2.927

t

p-value

8.289

.000

sr2

Block 1

∆ in R2a

.032

Years of Experience

.040

.056

.555

.580

.002

Administrative Position

.047

.044

.460

.647

.001

-.158

-.139

-1.620

.108

-.018

1 = Principal
0 = Other Type
Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 2
Gender of Participant

.001
.016

.014

.163

.871

.000

1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 3
Quality of Mentoring
Experience (MCA)

.046
.121

.216

2.625

.010*

.046

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation; R2 = .079.
All entries in table above are based on full model except ∆ in R2.

Research Question 6 Results
Research Question 6 addressed the self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced
by school site administrators predictive of how effective they reported their level of proficiency
in promoting a positive school learning climate, a dimension of the PIMRS, after controlling for
gender of the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and
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administrative position. There was evidence, based on the regression results in Table 17, to
suggest that administrative position, gender of the mentor, and quality of the mentoring
experience are related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, promoting a positive school
learning climate. In Block 1 of the model, years of experience administrative position and
gender of the mentor accounted for 9.3% of the variance in effectiveness in instructional
leadership. In Block 2 of the model, an additional 1.6% of the variance was explained by the
gender of the participant. In Block 3, quality of the mentoring experience explained an additional
4.6%, which is statistically significant; t(137) = 2.738, p = .007. Years of experience and gender
of the participant were not significant. Specifically, being a principal (rather than serving in
another type of administrative role), having a male mentor (rather than a female mentor), and
reporting higher levels of mentoring quality were all associated with higher levels of selfreported instructional leadership effectiveness in regard to promoting a positive school learning
climate. A comparison of the standardized regression coefficients revealed that administrative
position (β = .260) and quality of the mentoring experience (β = .216) had greater effects on
administrators’ self-perceptions of their effectiveness in instructional leadership, promoting a
positive school learning climate, than gender of the mentor (β = -.185).
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Table 17
Research Question 6 Results: Predicting Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership, Promoting a
Positive School Learning Climate, from Quality of Mentoring Experience
b
Constant

β

2.915

t

p-value

9.964

0.00

sr2

Block 1

∆ in R2a

.093

Years of Experience

.006

.009

.091

.928

.000

Administrative Position

.239

.260

2.809

.006**

.049

-.181

-.185

-2.239

.027*

-.031

1 = Principal
0 = Other Type
Gender of Mentor
1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 2
Gender of Participant

.016
.119

.121

1.450

.149

.013

1 = Female
0 = Male
Block 3
Quality of Mentoring Experience
(MCA)

.046
.104

.216

2.738

.007**

.046

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; aSemi-partial correlation; R2 = .155.
All entries in table above are based on full model except ∆ in R2.

Research Question 7 Results
Research Question 7 addressed the gender of the school site administrator (that is, the
research participant, not the mentor) moderating the association between participants’
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a site
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administrator, and administrative position based on the overall PIMRS score, the defining the
school mission PIMRS dimension score, the managing the instructional program PIMRS
dimension score, and the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score.
In other words, we are asking if the strength of the relationship between mentoring experience
and instructional effectiveness may vary between male and female mentees.
There was evidence, based on the regression results depicted in Table 18, to suggest that
the PIMRS overall and all PIMRS dimension scores for female participants (n = 99) are
impacted by the quality of the mentoring experience. In contrast, for the male participants (n =
44), there was insufficient evidence that quality of the mentoring was related to their perceptions
of instructional effectiveness. A comparison of the standardized regression coefficients shows
that the associations are nearly double for women than for men in all areas except managing the
instructional program. Specifically, the standardized regressions are .172 versus .301 for PIMRS
total, .123 versus .304 for defining the school mission, .213 versus .224 for managing the
instructional program, and .124 versus .265 for promoting a positive school learning climate,
based upon the male versus female subgroups.
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Table 18
Research Question 7 Results: Gender of Participant Moderating the Association Between
Mentoring Quality and Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership
Outcome

Subgroup

b

β

t

p

∆ in R2

95% CI

Male

.120

.172

1.058

.297

.026

-.109, .349

Female

.127

.301

3.241

.002**

.090

.049, .205

Male

.097

.123

.753

.456

.013

-.163, .356

Female

.169

.304

3.219

.002**

.091

.065, .273

Male

.160

.213

1.282

.207

.040

-.092, .413

Female

.115

.224

2.262

.026*

.050

.014, .215

Male

.095

.124

.764

.450

.013

-.156, .346

Female

.107

.265

2.927

.004**

.070

.034, .180

PIMRS Total

Defining the
School Mission
Managing the
Instructional
Program
Promoting a
Positive School
Learning
Climate

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01
Sample sizes by gender; men (n = 44), women (n = 99).
All entries in table pertain to coefficients for quality of mentoring experience, based on MCA
total scores.

Additional Analyses
Upon analysis of the results, additional research questions emerged regarding the gender
of the mentor’s possible impact on instructional leadership effectiveness. Four types of
mentor/mentee pairings were identified (male mentor/male mentee, male mentor/female mentee,
female mentor/male mentee, female mentor/female mentee) and used for analysis. New research
questions were developed and further exploratory analyses were conducted. The additional
research questions are as follows:
8. Does the quality of the mentoring experience (as self-reported by the mentee), on
average, vary between the four types of mentor/mentee pairings (based on gender of the
participant and gender of the mentor) after controlling for years of experience as an
administrator and the type of role (principal or other site administrator)?
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9. Does the level of instructional leadership effectiveness (as self-reported by the mentee),
on average, vary between the four types of mentee/mentor pairings (based on gender of
the participant and gender of the mentor) after controlling for years of experience as an
administrator and the type of role (principal or other site administrator) as well as the
quality of the mentoring experience (as self-reported by the mentee)?
Administrator participant and mentor gender combinations were used to form four types
of pairings. Nineteen male participants had male mentors, 25 male participants had female
mentors, 25 female participants had male mentors, and the remaining 74 female participants had
female mentors. Additional analyses were performed to see if the type of pairing was associated
with self-reports of mentoring quality and instructional leadership effectiveness.
The means for self-reported quality of mentoring experience are shown for each of four
groups in Table 19. Based on an ANCOVA, there was insufficient evidence to suggest the
average quality of the mentoring experience varied by type of pair after controlling for role and
years of experience as an administrator; F(3,137) = 0.307, p = .820.
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Table 19
Descriptive Statistics for Quality of Mentoring Experience (MCA) by Type of Mentor/Mentee
Pairing*
Which Combo of Genders Based on
Participant and Mentor

Mean

Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Both Men

6.251a

.224

5.808

6.693

Man with Female Mentor

6.136a

.196

5.749

6.523

Woman with Male Mentor

6.398a

.193

6.016

6.780

Both Women

6.263a

.115

6.035

6.492

Note. *Adjusted for role and years of experience as an administrator.
Dependent Variable: MCA Total.
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values; YearsExp = 2.45,
Principal = .57.

The means for self-reported overall instructional leadership effectiveness are shown for
each of four groups in Table 20. Based on an ANCOVA, there was insufficient evidence to
suggest the average level of self-reported overall instructional leadership effectiveness (PIMRS
Total) varied by type of pair after controlling for role and years of experience as an
administrator; F (3,136) = 1.756, p = .159. However, the pairwise comparisons did reveal
marginally significant trends. Specifically, based on the least significant difference procedure,
with p = .051, self-reports were higher for male participants with male mentors (M = 4.033) than
for male participants with female mentors (M = 3.778). Similarly, with p = .064, self-reports
were higher for female participants with male mentors (M = 4.005) than for male participants
with female mentors (M = 3.778). While the gender of the mentor may matter for male
participants, no difference was found for females with female mentors (M = 3.892) as compared
to females with male mentors (M = 4.005).
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Table 20
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reports of Effectiveness of an Instructional Leader Overall
(PIMRS-Overall) by Type of Mentor/Mentee Pairing
Which Combo of Genders Based
on Participant and Mentor

Mean

Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper Bound

Both Men

4.033a

.099

3.837

4.229

Man with Female Mentor

3.778a

.087

3.606

3.950

Woman with Male Mentor

4.005a

.086

3.835

4.174

Both Women

3.892a

.051

3.791

3.993

Note. *Adjusted for role and years of experience as an administrator and quality of the
mentoring relationship.
Dependent variable: PIMRS overall.
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values; YearsExp = 2.45,
Principal = .57, MCA Total = 6.26304464766.

The means for self-reported instructional leadership effectiveness in regard to defining
the school mission are shown for each of four groups in Table 21. Based on an ANCOVA, there
was insufficient evidence to suggest the average level of self-reported instructional leadership
effectiveness in the area of defining the school mission varied by type of pair after controlling for
role and years of experience as an administrator; F(3,136) = 0.589, p = .623. In addition, none of
the pairwise comparisons were marginally significant either (all p > .10).
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Table 21
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reports of Effectiveness of an Instructional Leader in Defining the
School Mission by Type of Mentor/Mentee Pairing
Which Combo of Genders Based
on Participant and Mentor

Mean

Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper Bound

Both Men

4.161a

.125

3.914

4.409

Man with Female Mentor

3.971a

.109

3.755

4.188

Woman with Male Mentor

4.062a

.108

3.848

4.276

Both Women

3.993a

.064

3.866

4.121

Note. *Adjusted for role and years of experience as an administrator and quality of the
mentoring relationship.
Dependent variable: Defining the school mission score.
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values; YearsExp = 2.45,
Principal = .57, MCA Total = 6.26304464766.

The means for self-reported instructional leadership effectiveness in regard to managing
the instructional program are shown for each of four groups in Table 22. Based on an
ANCOVA, there was insufficient evidence to suggest the average level of self-reported
instructional leadership effectiveness in the area of managing the instructional program varied by
type of pair after controlling for role and years of experience as an administrator; F(3,136) =
0.881, p = .453. In addition, none of the pairwise comparisons were marginally significant either
(all p > .10).
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Table 22
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reports of Effectiveness of an Instructional Leader in Managing
the Instructional Program by Type of Mentor/Mentee Pairing
Which Combo of Genders Based
on Participant and Mentor

Mean

Std. Error

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Both Men

3.797a

.121

3.558

4.036

Man with Female Mentor

3.662a

.106

3.452

3.871

Woman with Male Mentor

3.836a

.105

3.629

4.043

Both Women

3.663a

.062

3.540

3.787

Note. *Adjusted for role and years of experience as an administrator and quality of the
mentoring relationship.
Dependent variable: Managing the instructional program score.
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values; YearsExp = 2.45,
Principal = .57, MCA Total = 6.26304464766.

The means for self-reported instructional leadership effectiveness in regard to promoting
a positive school learning climate are shown for each of four groups in Table 23. Based on an
ANCOVA, evidence was found to suggest the average level of self-reported instructional
leadership effectiveness in regard to promoting a positive school learning climate varied by type
of pair after controlling for role and years of experience as an administrator, F(3,136) = 2.972, p
= .034. In fact, the type of pair uniquely accounted for 6.2% of the variance in self-reports of
instructional leadership in this aspect related to promoting a positive school learning climate,
beyond that explained by years of experience as an administrator (< 1%), role (5%), and quality
of the mentoring experience (5%). Relatedly, three pairwise comparisons were also significant
(p < .05). Specifically, based on the least significant difference procedure, with p = .010, selfreports were higher for male participants with male mentors (M = 3.806) than for male
participants with female mentors (M = 3.465). Similarly, with p =.014, self-reports were higher
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for female participants with male mentors (M = 3.767) than for male participants with female
mentors (M = 3.465). In addition, with p = .037, self-reports were higher for female participants
with female mentors (M = 3.682) than for male participants with female mentors (M = 3.465).

Table 23
Descriptive Statistics for Self-Reports of Effectiveness of an Instructional Leader in Promoting a
Positive School Learning Climate by Type of Mentor/Mentee Pairing
Which Combo of Genders Based on Mean
Participant and Mentor

Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Bound

Upper
Bound

Both Men

3.806a

.099

3.610

4.002

Man with Female Mentor

3.465a

.087

3.293

3.637

Woman with Male Mentor

3.767a

.086

3.597

3.937

Both Women

3.682a

.051

3.581

3.783

Note. *Adjusted for role and years of experience as an administrator and quality of the
mentoring relationship.
Dependent variable: Promoting a positive school learning climate score.
a
Covariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values; YearsExp = 2.45,
Principal = .57, MCA Total = 6.26304464766.

As found for the PIMRS Total, while the gender of the mentor may matter for men, no
difference was found for women with female mentors (M = 3.682) as compared to women with
male mentors (M = 3.767) when self-reports of instructional leader effectiveness related to
promoting a positive school learning climate were considered (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Self-reported effectiveness in promoting a positive school learning climate by
administrator and mentor gender.

Chapter Summary
This chapter provided descriptive statistics including demographic information for the
sample and results of the study survey. The gender of the participants in the sample was
consistent with the population of school administrators in California. Multiple regression
analyses were conducted to examine the research questions. Results of diagnostic tests resulted
in the conclusion that the assumptions of multiple regression were not violated. Below is the
brief description of the results of each of the seven research questions. A discussion of the
findings and the recommendations for administrative program and mentoring research, policies
and practice are presented in Chapter 5.
•

Research Question 1: Self-reports regarding the quality of the mentoring experience were
not found to vary significantly between male versus female administrators, on average.
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•

Research Question 2: Male versus female administrators, on average, did not differ in
self-reports regarding their effectiveness as instructional leaders overall nor for any of the
three PIMRS dimensions.

•

Research Question 3: There was evidence to suggest that the quality of the mentoring
experience is related to effectiveness of instructional leadership as measured by the
overall score on the PIMRS. In addition, there was evidence to suggest that
administrative position and gender of the mentor are also related to effectiveness of
instructional leadership as measured by the overall score on the PIMRS.

•

Research Question 4: There was evidence to suggest that the quality of the mentoring
experience is related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, defining the school
mission. In addition, there was also evidence to suggest that administrative position is
related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, defining the school mission.

•

Research Question 5: There was evidence to suggest that quality of the mentoring
experience is related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, managing the
instructional program.

•

Research Question 6: There was evidence to suggest that the quality of the mentoring
experience is related to effectiveness of instructional leadership, promoting a positive
school learning climate. In addition, there was also evidence to suggest that the
administrative position and the gender of the mentor are related to effectiveness of
instructional leadership, promoting a positive school learning climate.

•

Research Question 7: There was evidence to suggest that the PIMRS overall and all
PIMRS dimension scores for female participants are impacted by the quality of the
mentoring experience. In contrast, for the male participants, there was insufficient
evidence that the quality of the mentoring was related to their perceptions of instructional
effectiveness.

•

Research Question 8: Self-reports regarding the quality of the mentoring experience were
not found to vary by type of mentor/mentee pairing.

•

Research Question 9: For the PIMRS dimensions defining the school mission and
managing the instructional program, there was insufficient evidence to suggest that
mentees’ self-reports of instructional leadership effectiveness in these areas varied by
type of mentor/mentee pairing. For the PIMRS total, measuring overall instructional
leadership effectiveness and the PIMRS dimension promoting a positive school learning
climate, there was evidence to suggest that the gender of the mentor may matter for male
mentees although there was no evidence to suggest that the gender of the mentor mattered
for female mentees.
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION

Review of Dissertation
Background
The main path to school administration is through the teaching ranks; the vast majority of
school administrators hold a teaching degree. Approximately 76% of the teachers in the United
States are women, only 54% are school principals (Goldring, 2018). At the highest pinnacle of
school leadership, only 24.1% of superintendents are women (Kowalski, 2011). A significant
barrier for women to advance into higher-level administrative positions is the lack of needed
support (Daresh & Playko, 1989; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Noe, 1988; Peters, 2010).
Evidence suggests that mentoring provides many benefits for new administrators. For new
principals, research confirms that support is necessary for individuals to become successful
instructional leaders (Lochmiller, 2014). In addition, principals are required to excel in a variety
of roles. No longer is the primary responsibility that of a manager; effective principals must be
instructional leaders who provide support and feedback to teachers in the areas of teaching and
learning. Mentoring programs are an integral part of the process for developing new school
administrators to lead necessary change in schools to meet the needs of all students.
Mentoring school administrators in instructional leadership. The most important
school-related factor more important than classroom instruction, in increasing student
achievement, is the leadership of the school principal (Leithwood et al., 2004). In 2001, when
NCLB was enacted, the role of the school principal changed to that of instructional leader
(Dunaway et al., 2010; Gettys et al., 2010; Gray & Lewis, 2013). In 2015, ESSA was enacted
and replaced NCLB. Requirements by states under ESSA include support for principal
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preparation and development, including training for principals and other school leaders on how
to provide useful and timely feedback, how to use evaluation results to inform decision-making,
improving the skills of principals to identify students with learning needs, and improving
programs that prepare and support principals (Haller et al., 2016). This supports Manna’s (2015)
assertion that “principals, through their actions, can be powerful multipliers of effective teaching
and leadership practices in schools. And those practices can contribute much to the success of
the nation’s students” (p. 7). The school leader must consistently ensure that instructional
leadership is transparently connected to instruction (Neumerski, 2012).
Lochmiller (2014), in his 3-year study on leadership coaching within an induction
program, found mentoring to be “uniquely suited to fit within the context that principals work in
as schools rarely face the same challenges and thus instructional leadership is highly
contextualized” (pp. 78-79). This aligns with Drago-Severson’s (2012) argument that principals
must be supported in ways that enable them to “learn new approaches to address…challenges—
in the process of working on them. Such processes require ongoing support, as opposed to
training on specific topics and the acquisition of discrete skills” (p. 4).
Mentoring women in educational leadership. Research supports the idea that those
interested in entering or advancing in educational administration benefit from mentoring support
(Bynum, 2015; Daresh & Playko, 1993; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Hoyt & Simon, 2011;
Hubbard & Robinson, 1998; Noe, 1988). However, in the area of educational leadership, women
have historically not had access to mentoring opportunities (Angel et al., 2013; Copeland &
Calhoun, 2014; Ehrich et al., 2004; Méndez-Morse, 2004; Noe, 1988; Ragins, 1989). Even as
women ascend into leadership positions in education, Peters (2010) found that women continue
to experience limited access to mentoring relationships, which further restricts access to higher-
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level school administrative positions, such as the superintendency. Copeland and Calhoun
(2014) in their study of mentoring experiences of women superintendents, found that although
women appreciated and felt supported by male mentors, “they felt that women better understood
women, and a female mentor could better assist with challenges specific to women” (p. 40).
Unfortunately, the low number of women in higher-level leadership positions limits the access to
role models aspiring female administrators can reach out to for mentoring. Bruner and Grogan
(2007) confirmed that lack of support and mentoring opportunities were key reasons for the
small number of female superintendents. Daresh (2004) also found that mentoring is not only an
important component in the recruitment of new administrators, but in their retention in leadership
positions as well.
Kinsella and Richards (2004) found that mentoring was associated not only with
women’s access but also their success in leadership positions. Dunbar and Kinnersley (2011)
found that female administrators recognize that mentoring is a key factor in their career success.
Additionally, White (2018) found that women benefit from mentoring opportunities within their
organizations.
Purpose and Design of the Study
The purpose of this research study was to examine associations between the quality of
mentoring relationships and school administrators’ competency in instructional leadership.
Additionally, this association as perceived by female educational leaders was contrasted with the
association as perceived by male educational leaders. This study utilized a non-experimental,
correlational design. This quantitative approach was selected because the study examined,
among California school site administrators, the relationship between instructional leadership
and mentoring, while controlling for the gender of both the participant and mentor,
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administrative position (principal or other site level administrator), and years of experience as a
site administrator. The sample was comprised of school site administrators in California who
elected to complete the anonymous, voluntary survey (N = 143). A chi-square goodness of fit
test supported the assumption that the percentage of male and female participants in the study is
reflective of the educational administrator gender distribution for the State of California. The
survey consisted of three parts: demographic data; the PIMRS, which measured the study
participants’ effectiveness as instructional leaders; and the MCA, which measured the quality of
the mentoring experience as reported by participants in the study. The demographic data that
were collected included participants’ gender, participants’ years of administrative experience,
participants’ administrative position (principal or other site administrator), and gender of the
participants’ mentor. Multiple regression statistical analyses were conducted to address the
seven research questions:
1. Does the quality of the mentoring experience as self-reported by site administrators vary
by gender based on overall MCA score?
2. Does effectiveness as an instructional leader as self-reported by school site administrators
vary by gender:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
3. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the area of
instructional leadership after controlling for gender of the participant and mentor, years
of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
4. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in the defining the school
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mission dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the participant and
mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative position?
5. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency in managing the
instructional program dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of the
participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
6. Are self-reports of the quality of mentoring experienced by school site administrators
predictive of how effective they report their level of proficiency on the promoting a
positive school learning climate, dimension of the PIMRS after controlling for gender of
the participant and mentor, years of experience as a site administrator, and administrative
position?
7. Does gender of the school site administrator moderate the association between their
perceptions of the quality of the mentoring they experienced and their effectiveness as
instructional leaders after controlling for gender of their mentor, years of experience as a
site administrator, and administrative position:
a. based on overall PIMRS score?
b. based on the defining the school mission PIMRS dimension score?
c. based on the managing the instructional program PIMRS dimension score?
d. based on the promoting a positive school learning climate PIMRS dimension score?
Results
Descriptive statistics for the sample demographics, participant and mentor gender pairing,
comparison of participant gender in the sample to California, correlational data between the
control variables and MCA, PIMRS Overall and PIMRS subscale scores, and statistical analyses
in response to each research question, were presented in Chapter 4. A summary of the results is
included here.
The results suggest that the quality of the mentoring experience as measured by the MCA
did not vary by gender of the participant. In addition, evidence was not found to suggest that the
gender of the mentor had an effect on the quality of the mentoring experience. Instructional
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leadership effectiveness, as measured by the PIMRS overall total and dimension scores, also did
not vary by gender of the participant. In addition, there was marginally significant evidence (p =
.051) to suggest that instructional leadership effectiveness as measured by the PIMRS overall
total score is impacted by the gender of the mentor. There was significant evidence (p = .050) to
suggest that the PIMRS promoting a positive school learning climate is impacted by gender of
the mentor.
Instructional leadership effectiveness, as measured by the overall score on the PIMRS, is
related to the participant’s administrative position, the gender of the mentor, and the quality of
the mentoring experience. Instructional leadership effectiveness, as measured by the defining the
school mission score on the PIMRS, is related to the participant’s administrative position and the
quality of the mentoring experience. Instructional leadership effectiveness, as measured by the
managing the instructional program score on the PIMRS, is only related to the quality of the
mentoring experience. Instructional leadership effectiveness, as measured by the promoting a
positive school learning climate score on the PIMRS, is related to the participant’s administrative
position, gender of the mentor, and the quality of the mentoring experience. See Table 24 for a
summary of the regression results related to Research Questions 3 through 6. Unlike the control
variables, the quality of the mentoring experience was consistently uniquely and significantly
associated with self-reports of instructional leadership effectiveness whether looked at overall or
by the three separate dimensions of the PIMRS.
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Table 24
Summary of Multiple Regression Results Showing Standardized Beta Coefficients for Models
Predicting Effectiveness of Instructional Leadership
RQ3:
Instructional
Effectiveness
Overall

RQ4:
Defining
School
Mission

RQ5:
Managing
Instructional
Program

RQ6:
Promoting a
Positive School
Learning Climate

Years of Experience
Administrative position
.201*
.192*
.260**
1 = Principal
0 = Other Type
Gender of Mentor
-.171*
-.185*
1 = Female
0 = Male
Gender of participant
1 = Female
0 = Male
Quality of Mentoring
.264**
.272**
.216*
.216**
Experience (MCA)
Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; cells left blank indicate non-significant findings.
These results are based on the full model after all blocks of variables have entered.

Instructional leadership effectiveness, as measured by the overall score on the PIMRS
and each of the PIMRS dimension scores, was impacted by the quality of the mentoring
experience for female participants. In contrast, there was insufficient evidence that the same is
true for male participants. The associations for the standardized regression coefficients were
nearly twice the size for women than men in all areas except the PIMRS managing the
instructional program.
Limitations
The use of a volunteer sample and self-report data are limitations that were discussed in
Chapter 3. The size of the sample was limited by the number of administrators who responded to
the study request and fit the selection criteria (i.e., currently employed as a school site
administrator and who experienced a mentoring relationship). Another limitation of this study is
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that the multiple regression model is unlikely to have included all of the relevant predictors of
instructional leadership. The regression was used to test the association between the quality of a
mentoring relationship and instructional leadership. There may be other factors that are
predictors to which instructional leadership is attributed. Although causal conclusions are
acknowledged to be tentative at best, given the use of a correlational design where survey data
were collected at one time rather than longitudinally, a discussion of topics informed by the
results of the study and recommendations for policy, practice, and research in the area of
instructional leadership and mentoring are addressed in this chapter.
Discussion
This study examines the impact of mentoring on instructional leadership effectiveness of
school site administrators. More specifically, it addresses the impact of mentoring on
instructional leadership effectiveness for female school site administrators.
Mentoring and Instructional Leadership
This study contributes to the research knowledge base by substantiating the importance of
mentoring for school administrators in the area of instructional leadership. Results of research
on mentoring school administrators demonstrates the positive impact on instructional leadership
(Daresh, 2007; Gumus & Bigby, 2010; Johnston et al., 2016). The PIMRS, developed by
Hallinger (2005), includes three dimensions of instructional leadership: defining the school
mission, managing the instructional program, and promoting a positive school learning climate.
Results in this study of the overall PIMRS score and each of the three dimension scores
demonstrate the strong association between mentoring and instructional leadership for site
administrators. This finding supports Johnston et al.’s (2016) results that principals were found
to highly value mentoring focused on teacher instruction. In addition, these results align with
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Gumus and Bellibas’ (2016) study investigating professional development activities and
principals’ instructional leadership. Their results indicated a positive and significant relationship
between professional development activities, such as professional networking, mentoring and
research activities, and instructional leadership as measured by “principals’ perceived
instructional leadership level” (Gumus & Bellibas, 2016, p. 291).
A review of the literature demonstrates that support and development of school site
administrators’ instructional leadership effectiveness is critically important (Daresh, 2007;
Edmonds, 1979; Hallinger, 2005; Harris et al., 2004; Marks & Printy, 2003). As the role of the
site administrator has shifted to instructional leader, in addition to the myriad management
responsibilities that come with the position, mentoring provides support and development in core
competencies of instructional leadership, including observing and providing effective feedback
to teachers and providing curriculum expertise (Thessin & Clayton, 2013; Wahlstrom &
Seashore Louis, 2008). This expertise is necessary to be successful in the position. Principal
instructional leadership effectiveness is imperative as there is a body of research confirming the
impact of the principal on student achievement, specifically their influence on teacher
effectiveness (Alvoid & Black, 2014; Bendikson et al., 2012; Branch et al., 2012; Grissom et al.,
2012; Seashore Louis et al., 2010). The findings of this study confirm the importance of
mentoring in the area of instructional leadership for school site administrators.
Mentoring Women and Instructional Leadership
The results of this study contribute to the research knowledge base and confirm the
necessity to address the importance of mentoring, specifically for female educational leaders.
Copeland and Calhoun (2014), in their mixed-methods study on the mentoring experiences of
female superintendents, found that nearly all of the participants who had a mentor believed that
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the experience was beneficial. Their study corresponds with the literature that women
specifically, benefit from mentoring support (Bynum, 2015; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; White,
2018). Dunbar and Kinnersley (2011) noted that “female administrators indicated that their
mentoring relationships prepared them for leadership” (p. 22). Results of this study confirm
these findings. Female participants’ instructional leadership effectiveness was impacted by the
quality of their mentoring experience whereas the association between mentoring and leadership
effectiveness was not found for the male participants. These findings confirm the importance of
mentoring for female school administrators and can inform universities and school districts with
quantitative data providing the rationale for ensuring mentoring opportunities for all educational
leaders.
Copeland and Calhoun’s (2014) research revealed that consideration should be taken to
pair female mentees with female mentors. It is interesting to note that demographic data from
this study show that the vast majority of mentee/mentor pairings were female/female (female
mentee/female mentor), 74 out of the 99. In contrast, only 25 of the 99 female participants
reporting having a male mentor.
Dunbar and Kinnersley (2011), in their study of higher education female administrators,
found that “mentees who had female mentors perceived their mentor’s gender was important and
had an impact on the effectiveness of the mentoring relationship” (p. 21). Results from the
current study relate to their findings in two ways. First, it was found that the gender of the
mentor may impact instructional leadership effectiveness, specifically the overall PIMRS scores
and PIMRS promoting a positive school learning climate dimension score. Regardless of the
school administrator participant’s gender, those with male mentors reported higher leadership
effectiveness, on average, than those with female mentors.
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Contrary to Dunbar and Kinnersley’s (2011) findings, and the Copeland and Calhoun
(2014) recommendation of pairing women with women, the results of this study’s additional
analyses (focused on the promoting a positive school learning climate dimension; see Figure 1)
suggest that the gender of the mentor matters for male mentees but not for female mentees. In
other words, female mentees may benefit regardless of the mentor’s gender. But, the pairing of a
male mentee with a female mentor may somehow inhibit the positive effects of mentoring that a
male mentee may achieve with a male mentor. This information may be valuable for induction
programs as well as for school district leaders. The components of the promoting a positive
school learning climate dimension include; protecting instructional time, providing incentives for
teachers, providing incentives for learning, promoting professional development, and
maintaining high visibility. These findings indicate the need to carefully consider gender in
mentee/mentor pairings, specifically for male mentees.
Recommendations for Policy
The findings of this study confirm the need for mentoring support and opportunities for
school site administrators (Bynum, 2015; Daresh, 2007; Dunbar & Kinnersley, 2011; Gumus &
Bigby, 2010; Johnston et al., 2016; White, 2018). Although mentoring is now required as part of
the two-year induction process to obtain a clear administrative credential in California, results of
this study can inform state and induction program policies to ensure mentoring continues to be a
component of these programs.
The results of this study present statistical significance and it is imperative to consider the
practical significance of the results as well. In this study, the participants reported the quality of
their mentoring experience having an influence on the quality of their own instructional
leadership. From the lens of research in a more sociological tradition, others might suggest that
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these findings are a result of the way women are socialized or the way the educational leadership
profession has been masculinized to satisfy what some people have called irrational public
desires to expect to see men in the front office. The researcher has experienced this personally.
Several times in her tenure as junior high school principal, parents would demand to speak to the
principal, and when they realized that the principal was a woman, made negative comments
based on the researcher’s gender. One parent, when the researcher’s assistant principal was
invited to the meeting, actually stated, “finally, there’s a man in here.” Further, Fuller et al.
(2018) found that “When district leaders systematically select men rather than women for
leadership positions, the district leaders are communicating that men are more qualified to fill
leadership positions than women” (p. 14).
The gender socialization effect must also be considered in the context of this study.
Gender socialization is the process in which individuals learn and socially behave in ways that
are expected based on their assigned birth gender (Stockard, 2006). It is documented in the
literature (Barber & Odean, 2001; Kay & Shipman, 2014; Niederle & Vesterlund, 2007; Reuben
et al., 2012) that while men tend to demonstrate over-confidence, women consistently underscore
their own efforts and achievements and to do not take credit for their accomplishments and
successes. In addition, there is a gender gap in self-esteem in which men consistently report
higher levels of self-esteem than women (Bleidorn et al., 2016).
In their research on female leaders and the self-reinforcing cycle of illegitimacy, Vial et
al. (2016) found several moderators of bias against female leaders, one of which is leader
competence and credentials. Gender bias against women in leadership positions, can be
countered by traits and attributes that indicate competence, such as strong credentials and
documented high performance. Although their research includes the study of leaders across a
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variety of settings and work-place fields, these findings tie to this study in regard to instructional
leadership effectiveness for school leaders.
Williams and Tiedens (2105), in their meta-analysis of 63 studies over 39 years of
research, confirmed that women are viewed negatively as opposed to their male counterparts
when explicitly expressing their authority. This is problematic as qualities typically associated
with successful leaders, such as assertiveness, confidence and decisiveness, when displayed by
female leaders, is perceived as a lack of fit for the position (Heilman, 2001). Eagly et al. (1992)
in their meta-analysis of 61 studies, found that female leaders (as opposed to male leaders) had
lower levels of liking and acceptance, even when the performance of the leader was controlled.
However, research has found that when women in leadership positions employed strategies such
as mentoring, education, coaching, and networking, they were able to overcome and combat
gender stereotypes (Rhode & Packel, 2014; Roberts & Brown, 2019).
Another component to policy makers must consider is the cost of failure. The cost to
select, hire, and train leaders is very expensive; failure means lost money and time. As has been
shown in the research, as well as the results of this study regarding the impact of mentoring on
administrators’ effectiveness in instructional leadership, it is important to consider the impact of
mentoring opportunities from a financial impact lens. In their study on calculating the cost of
replacing high school principals in South Carolina, Tran et al. (2018) found that:
costs of high school replacement varied by district (ranging from $10,413.03 to
$51,659.27), with the sample average equating to $23,974.29. The methodology used in
this study can be replicated across the globe to estimate the cost of replacing school
leaders. (p. 1)
Their cost calculation included: personnel costs, such as separation activities; recruitment and
selection activities; orientation, onboarding, mentorship, and training; as well as non-personnel
costs, such as materials, equipment, supplies, and facility use costs. This is important not only
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from a financial standpoint, but for school administrators, turnover impacts school improvement
initiatives. Research suggests that it takes between five and seven years for a school principal to
implement a vision for substantive school reform in order to improve school performance
(Fullan, 2001; Mascall & Leithwood, 2010), and mentoring support is a factor in retaining school
administrators at every level.
Recommendations for Practice
Results of this study should inform leaders at the state level, leaders of professional
organizations, higher education institutions, and county and district leadership to be proactive in
encouraging mentoring relationships. Administrative credential programs, districts, and county
offices of education should ensure adequate time and support is provided for new site
administrators as well as support for administrators interested in advancing into higher-level
positions. Practices should be implemented that ensure all administrators receive effective
mentoring opportunities.
In this study, male mentees with male mentors reported higher MCA scores than those
with female mentors. In light of these results, mentor outreach should specifically target female
education leaders and provide time, support, and training in effective mentoring practices. Care
should be taken when determining mentor/mentee pairings with consideration given to ensure
high-quality mentoring relationships, which in this study included the following elements
measured by the MCA: maintaining effective communication, aligning expectations, assessing
understanding, fostering independence, addressing adversity, and promoting professional
development (Fleming et al., 2013). In addition, consideration should be given to the gender of
mentor/mentee pairings, specifically for male mentees. Findings from this study indicate that
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barriers may exist between male mentees and female mentors. Male mentees with male mentors
were not impacted and may support the need to look at potential gender biases.
In addition to potential gender anti-bias training for mentees and mentors, more training
and support for mentors in the area of supporting new administrators in instructional leadership
effectiveness is needed. To address the gap between men and women in higher-level
administrative positions, practices should be put in place to encourage and support female
leaders in their pursuit and attainment of these positions.
Based on the results of the impact of mentoring on instructional leadership effectiveness,
we must ask, how do we create effective mentoring relationships and address issues around
gender bias for women without the perception that we are providing this in response to the
misconception that “women need help”? As a female former school site leader who served as
both a principal and assistant principal, as well a current school district-level leader who has
been mentored and serves as a mentor for new administrators, the researcher strongly believes in
the power and importance of mentoring. A way to combat this fallacy, that female leaders need
extra support in order to do their jobs as well as men, is to focus on the mentors. Districts,
county offices of education, and other entities that match new administrators with mentors, must
focus on adequate training and support for new and veteran mentors, set clear expectations for
mentoring relationships, and establish networking opportunities for mentors.
As observed in the results of this study, mentoring (whether formal or informal)
positively impacts instructional leadership effectiveness for participants. However, in both
formal (such as induction programs) and informal mentoring opportunities, there are a range of
expectations for the mentor and mentee in terms of the mentoring relationship. Current school
administrators must consider ways in which we can improve the quality of mentoring in both of
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these situations. Both formal and informal mentoring are important and often provide different
things for the mentee depending on the structure of the mentoring experience. We must look at
providing mentoring experiences beyond the requirements of the clear credential process.
Mentoring cannot be just a means to complete the steps on the checklist for clearing the
administrative credential. Additionally, the components that create effective mentoring
experiences needs to be clarified in the training and support that mentors receive, and this
information needs to be shared with those providing informal mentoring to other women. We
must also examine and consider the intersectionality and complexity involved in mentoring
relationships, especially as we prepare mentors to support others and develop quality mentoring
relationships. We must add structure to an often unstructured situation (relationships) and
provide equal opportunities for mentoring for all.
We must also actively encourage women to pursue and advance in educational leadership
positions. This will, in turn, build women’s self-esteem. Unlike many men, many women hold
the belief that they must check off all the prerequisites before they can attempt to move into a
position. Pushing women to take the leap into administration, or the next position on the ladder
and helping them to see that they can do the job, is imperative. We must examine why 75% of
the teaching force is women, yet the number of administrators does not match, especially at the
superintendent level. Strong, capable women are not filling these positions and we are “missing
out” on quality administrators as a result. For the researcher, if another school administrator had
not tapped her on the shoulder and asked her if she had considered school administration, she
would likely still be teaching high school English. The researcher was given leadership
opportunities, encouragement, and support to pursue a master’s degree in educational
administration and an administrative credential.
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Sheryl Sandberg, in her 2018 book, Lean in: Women, Work, and the Will to Lead, shared:
“An internal report at Hewlett-Packard revealed that women only apply for open jobs if they
think they meet 100 percent of the criteria listed. Men apply if they think they meet 60 percent
of the requirements” (p. 62). In addition, hiring panels frequently confuse confidence with actual
competence, which leads to less qualified yet confident men being selected for leadership
positions rather than better qualified but less confident women candidates (Chamorro-Premuzic,
2013).
Although this study was delimited to site level leaders, it is important to note that not all
administrative induction candidates are site level leaders. Based on the researcher’s experience
as both a school site and district-level administrator, there is a need to continue to provide
mentoring opportunities beyond the first two years of administrative service. Mentoring can
provide support in the advancement of educational leaders into higher-level administrative
positions. As shown by the results of this study, as well as the literature, this is particularly
important for female leaders.
Recommendations for Research
One of the potential limitations of this study is that the data used were self-reported.
Although the tendency for school leaders is to rate themselves higher than those who work for
them (Hallinger et al., 2013), the results of the National Council of Professors of Educational
Administration study utilizing the PIMRS indicated otherwise (Gurley et al., 2016). In that
study, self-perceptions of site principals regarding their instructional leadership behaviors as
measured by the PIMRS, was compared to self-reports of teachers regarding the principal at their
school. Their findings indicated no significant differences between these groups and in some
areas the teachers rated their principals higher than they rated themselves. The Gurley et al.
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(2016) results increase our confidence in the statistical results being based on accurate selfreports of instructional leadership effectiveness.
Results of this study indicate that the gender pairing of mentors and mentees impacts
administrators’ perception of their instructional leadership effectiveness for male mentees. For
programs that pair administrators both formally and informally for mentoring support, deeper
research into the impact of the gender of participant versus the gender of mentor (i.e., female
participant, female mentor; female participant, male mentor; male participant, male mentor; male
participant; female mentor) would be useful as these entities make decisions and match
administrators. In many organizations, mentor/mentee pairings in formal mentoring
relationships are often made based on shared positional experiences. For example, a new site
leader at an elementary school is paired with a current or former elementary principal or a new
special education administrator is paired with a current or former special education director. The
gender of the mentor and mentee is not a conscious consideration when making pairing
decisions. The gender-pairing data from this study can help provide guidance for both formal
and informal mentoring relationships.
Research from this study indicates that these parings matter for male mentees and as
such, additional research may provide more insight as to why. Additional research in the area of
male versus female receptiveness to mentoring may also be important as it can inform practice in
the differing needs of administrators based on gender. If we do not provide quality mentoring,
which is impacted by the relationship between mentees and mentors, we cannot ensure that the
highest quality administrators are leading our schools and districts.
While this study focused only on school site level administrators, additional research is
needed regarding the effectiveness of mentoring for district-level administrators, especially those
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interested in pursuing higher-level positions. The challenges for administrators at the district
level are vastly different than for administrators at the site level. District administrators are very
often not “new” administrators and therefore are not selected for formal mentoring opportunities,
whether this is induction or district-level mentoring programs that target first and second year
administrators. There are also a smaller number of positions at the district level as compared to
the site level. In addition, there are also fewer women in these positions to mentor and support
those wanting to move up the ladder into district-level positions. At the district level, the
leadership roles are different, the skill-set is different, and the politics are different. Although
principals are considered middle management, they often have quite a lot of autonomy to run
their schools. At the district level, leaders are directing administrators at the site with pressure
from other administrators at higher levels to get results.
As this was a quantitative study, it provides a big picture and does not go in depth into
the specifics of mentoring relationships beyond the MCA responses. It also cannot provide
specifics as to what makes for an effective mentoring relationship. Further research that creates
a framework for practitioners that identifies the components of effective mentoring relationships
is imperative.
Finally, more quantitative research in the area of mentoring is needed. The vast majority
of studies involving mentoring are qualitative. The literature around mentoring and educational
leadership would benefit from additional large-scale quantitative studies that include how
administrators with differing ethnicities have access to and are impacted by mentoring. In
addition, while there is an abundance of mentoring studies involving teachers, there is a lack of
research in the area of the impact of mentoring on the effectiveness of educational
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administrators. Further studies can utilize the MCA to dig deeper into the effectiveness of
mentoring relationships and provide quantitative results.
Conclusion
Overall, self-reports of school site administrators regarding the quality of their mentoring
experiences, as well as self-reports regarding their instructional leadership effectiveness, do not
vary between men and women. However, the quality of the mentoring relationships is related to
instructional leadership effectiveness. Beyond interviews, case studies, and ethnographies, this
study provides quantitative data to demonstrate the need for quality mentoring opportunities for
school site administrators. For female educational leaders especially, the quality of the
mentoring matters in the area of instructional leadership effectiveness.
While the number of female school principals has increased (46% in 2000 to 54% in
2018), it is still not in proportion to the percentage of female teachers, currently 76% (Goldring,
2018). In addition, only 24.1% of the nation’s superintendents are women (Kowalski, 2011).
We must resist against the argument that there are more female school administrators so “it’s not
a problem” when this continues to be an important issue. Just as we must work towards greater
equity for our students, we must seize the momentum to increase equity in educational
administration for our leaders.
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APPENDIX B: MCA
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APPENDIX C: INFORMED CONSENT

INFORMED CONSENT
The Relationship Between Mentoring and Instructional Leadership
Effectiveness for Female Educational Leaders
You are invited to participate in a research study which will involve
educational leadership.
My name is Kristi Britton, and I am a student at the University of the Pacific,
School of Education. You were selected as a possible participant in this study
because you are a school site administrator in California.
The purpose of this research is to study the effect of mentoring on
instructional leadership. If you decide to participate, you will be asked to
complete a demographic survey and two sets of questions about leadership
and mentoring practices. Your participation in this study will take
approximately one hour.
There are some possible risks involved for participants. These are the
psychological and sociological risks: possible negative feeling upon reflection
on your level of competency in each of the leadership areas; and loss of
confidentiality risks: due to a data breach of online documents, however,
participant names/emails will not be attached to responses.
There are some benefits to this research, particularly that individuals who
participate will reflect on their leadership practices and seek professional
development in areas they wish to improve as well as consideration of
participating in mentoring opportunities.
If you have any questions about the research at any time, please call me at
209-648-3113 or via email at k_britton@upacific.edu or (Advisor Dr. Linda
Skrla, Iskrla@pacific.edu). If you have any questions about your rights as a
participant in a research project please call the Research & Graduate Studies
Office, University of the Pacific (209) 946-7716. In the event of a research
related injury, please contact your regular medical provider and bill through
your normal insurance carrier, then contact the Office of Research &
Graduate Studies.
Any information that is obtained in connection with this study and that can
be identified with you will remain confidential and will be disclosed only
with your permission. Measures to insure your confidentiality are in place
including connecting data using only identification numbers and storing data
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on a pass-coded computer and pass-coded online storage. The data obtained
will be maintained in a safe, locked location and will be permanently deleted
upon publication.
Your participation is entirely voluntary and your decision whether or not to
participate will involve no penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled. If you decide to participate, you are free to discontinue
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled.
By completing and submitting this survey you indicate that you have read
and understand the information provided above, that you willingly agree to
participate, that you may withdraw your consent at any time and discontinue
participation at any time without penalty or loss of benefits to which you are
otherwise entitled, that you will receive a copy of this form, and that you are
not waiving any legal claims, rights or remedies.
At the conclusion of the survey, you will have an opportunity to submit your
name and email address to be entered into a drawing for one of five $50 Visa
Gift Cards.
This serves as your copy of the
informed consent form. * Required

I have read the informed consent and *
Mark only one oval.
( ) I consent to participate
( ) I do not consent to participate
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APPENDIX D: PERMISSION TO USE THE MCA
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APPENDIX E: PERMISSION TO USE AND REPRINT THE PIMRS
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APPENDIX F: SPSS OUTPUT CHARTS

SPSS Charts for Research Question 3 (PIMRS Overall Score) are included below. A similar set
was produced for each additional research question.
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